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 Abstract 
Academic advisors serve a vital function in institutions of higher education. They 
guide students through their journey from orientation to graduation. Academic advisor 
job satisfaction plays an essential part of this role in higher education. This dissertation 
study investigated the differences between ratings of job satisfaction among academic 
advisors employed at small, medium, and large institutions and the inter-relationships 
between job satisfaction, work environment, and demographic variables. The quantitative 
study explored job satisfaction based on archival data from earlier research on academic 
advisor job satisfaction. The study investigated four aspects of academic advisor job 
satisfaction: overall job satisfaction, satisfaction working with the supervisor, satisfaction 
working with students, and satisfaction working with coworkers among academic 
advisors employed at small, medium, and large institutions. There were no significant 
differences found for each of the four aspects of academic advisor job satisfaction among 
academic advisors working for small, medium, or large institutions. The data showed that 
academic advisors reported the highest job satisfaction working with and interacting with 
students. The study also investigated correlations between the four aspects of job 
satisfaction and demographic variables. The largest effect size correlated overall job 
satisfaction to variety of work responsibilities at small institutions. Several 
recommendations for future research and for practice were made based on the findings of 
the study.   
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 Chapter 1: Introduction 
Introduction 
Academic and social experiences integrate students into college life and 
strengthen their commitment to education and the institution. If a student does not 
integrate academically and socially, that student is more likely to leave the institution. 
Therefore, a vital task in student retention is to find ways to integrate students into the 
heart of the institution’s academic and social life. Members of the institution must find 
ways to reach out to students and establish personal bonds with students in order to 
integrate them (Tinto, 1987). Academic advising involves creating relationships with 
students in order to help them realize academic, personal, and professional goals 
(Crookston, 1994; Donnelly, 2006; Kuhn, 2008; Murrell, 2005; O’Banion, 1972).  
Three decades of research have indicated that institutions increasingly have paid 
attention to student retention (Tinto, 2004). Student retention is achieved when the 
institution commits itself to the educational welfare of the students that are admitted. 
When the staff, students and faculty become invested members of the community, 
students are better connected, can integrate, and transition to the institution in a more 
meaningful way (Tinto, 1987). Many retention strategies have been aimed at providing 
academic and social support to students. These strategies have utilized student services 
personnel to deliver academic and social support to students in areas such as advising, 
financial aid, career services, and counseling (Appleton, Moore, & Vinton, 1978; Roberts 
& Styron, 2009; Tinto, 1999).  
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 In order to help students acclimate to college life and integrate into the 
institutional culture, academic advisors have served as the conduit to help students 
achieve these goals. However, to perform their job function effectively, academic 
advisors should have a certain level of job satisfaction in their role in advising (Donnelly, 
2006).  
Problem Statement 
In a declining economy, effective performance in higher education is measured in 
terms of graduation and retention rates. In the United States, an estimated $1.3 billion is 
spent annually on students who drop out in their first year, and the Federal government 
spends an additional $300 million on this same population (U.S. Department of 
Education, 2011; Yin, 2011). The cost associated with low student retention affects 
individuals, institutions, and the nation (Tinto, 2004; U.S. Department of Education, 
2011; Yin, 2011). As a result of increasing costs affiliated with low student retention 
rates, institutions of higher education have invested substantial amount of resources on 
programs and initiatives to retain students through graduation (Tinto, 1999). According to 
the National Center for Education Statistics (U.S. Department of Education, 2011), only 
57% of first-time students enrolled full time seeking a bachelor’s degree in the fall 
semester of 2002 completed the degree within 6 years. While student retention rates have 
been a primary focus in institutions of higher education, many institutions have not 
focused on key factors that affect retention such as academic advisor job satisfaction 
(Donnelly, 2006). 
In challenging economic times, many companies develop initiatives aimed at 
improving employee retention because the cost associated with high employee turnover 
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 can impact an organization. According to Chen, Yan, Shiau, and Wang (2006), employee 
job satisfaction has a major influence on organizational performance. Lack of employee 
job satisfaction can lead to high employee turnover, which can affect an organization’s 
bottom line, its productivity, employee morale, and a host of other factors (Buck & 
Watson, 2002; Love, Tatman, & Chapman, 2010).  
Astin (1984) defined student involvement as not only academic engagement of 
the student, but also as the interaction between the student and other members of the 
institution such as academic advisors, faculty, and fellow students through curricular and 
co-curricular activities. Institution size impacts the student experience in a number of 
ways: student to faculty ratio, administration of the institution, complexity of navigating 
college processes, and student interactions with members of the institution (Hurtado, 
2003). According to Astin (1993) Student interactions with faculty, staff, and other 
students were less likely to occur at larger institutions. However, Hurtado (2003) argued 
that students at larger institutions found more satisfaction than students at smaller 
institutions with variety in the curriculum.  
According to Ehrenberg (2001), those seeking employment in higher education 
should consider institution size and its implications. The challenges for staff, such as 
academic advisors at larger institutions, may include the level of collaboration with other 
departments, finding ways to integrate into the campus community, and concerns about 
the safety and control of crowds for student centered events (Ehrenberg, 2001). Staff at 
smaller institutions may find challenges in the wide variety of responsibilities in their role 
at the institutions (Ehrenberg, 2001). Research has shown that academic advisors who 
have a high degree of job satisfaction fulfill their job responsibilities more effectively and 
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 have a higher level of institutional commitment than academic advisors with a low degree 
of job satisfaction (Donnelly, 2006). Academic advisor job satisfaction can impact 
employee retention and in turn affect student retention.  
Theoretical Rationale 
Job satisfaction. Although not necessarily intended to study job satisfaction, 
humanistic theories of motivation have played an important role in the development of 
job satisfaction theory. One of the most researched motivation theories is that of Maslow 
(1987). Maslow identified a hierarchy of need, which posits that motivation is based on 
unsatisfied needs and that basic needs must be fulfilled before higher levels of 
satisfaction can be achieved. According to Maslow, there are five levels on the hierarchy 
of needs. The first level and most basic are physiological needs. Physiological needs are 
necessary for a body to physically maintain homeostasis. Homeostasis is a state when the 
body has a sufficient amount of air, water, nutrients, and sleep. If an individual does not 
have homeostasis, every thought, action and future goal will focus on satisfying that need 
(Maslow, 1987). Once physiological needs have been met, an individual can move up to 
the second level of safety needs. Safety needs allow an individual to feel secure and 
stable. At this level, an individual is free of fear and anxiety and realizes strength in 
structure, law, and order. The third level on the hierarchy is love, which includes 
appreciation and acceptance from peers. When an individual satisfies this need, that 
individual experiences love, affection, and a sense of belonging. The fourth level is 
esteem, which includes a desire for mastery and recognition from others for achievement. 
Esteem leads to feelings of self-confidence, self-worth, and adequacy. Self-actualization 
is the fifth and highest level of need. Self-actualization is the desire and ability of an 
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 individual to realize his or her own potential (Maslow, 1987). According to Maslow, self-
actualization can be achieved only if all aforementioned needs are met.  
Although Maslow’s (1987) hierarchy has been used in studying employee 
motivation, the theory can be applied within the broader context of humanistic 
motivation. Conversely, motivation-hygiene theory applies specifically to the workplace 
(Herzberg, Mausner, & Snyderman, 1999). The concepts of motivation-hygiene and 
Maslow’s hierarchy share many concepts based on an individual’s needs and motivation 
(Bazigos & Burke, 1997; Seath, 1993). Motivation-hygiene theory includes the 
supposition that there are factors that affect employee satisfaction and dissatisfaction with 
a job. Motivators are the factors that employees find satisfying, are intrinsic to the job, 
and rewards the aspirational needs of employees (Herzberg et al., 1999). Hygiene factors 
connect to feelings of unhappiness and can prohibit positive job attitude. Hygiene is the 
condition of the work environment that exists in order for an employee to execute the job 
function (Herzberg et al., 1999). According to motivation-hygiene theory, motivators can 
make an employee happy, but the removal of negative hygiene factors will not result in 
job satisfaction or happy employees.  
Statement of Purpose 
The purpose of this study was to examine the relationships between academic 
advisor job satisfaction; work environment variables; demographic variables; and 
institution size. Advising is a vital function in higher education (Donnelly, 2006). In 
order for students to integrate into the college community, members of the institution 
must find ways to reach out to students and establish personal bonds with them (Tinto, 
1987). In academic advising, the bond between advisors and advisees are more effective 
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 when relationships develop over a period of time (Roberts & Styron, 2009). If there is 
high turnover or absenteeism in advising, students will not have the time needed to foster 
these connections with their advisors. Job satisfaction is therefore vital to academic 
advising because job dissatisfaction can lead to poor job performance, turnover, and 
absenteeism (Chen et al., 2006). Institution size can play a role in the job satisfaction of 
academic advisors. Academic advisors reported satisfaction in working and interacting 
with students (Donnelly, 2006), but student interactions with faculty, staff, and other 
students were less likely to occur at larger institutions (Astin, 1993). According to Porter 
(2006), the majority of theoretical models in student development suggest that student 
outcomes related to engagement, retention, and attrition have been affected by the 
students’ experiences on campus and the size of an institution.  
Research Questions 
This study answered the following questions:  
Research question 1. Is there a difference between the self-reported degree of 
overall job satisfaction among academic advisors employed at small, medium, and large 
institutions? 
Research question 2. Is there a difference between the self-reported degree of job 
satisfaction working with students among academic advisors employed at small, medium, 
and large institutions? 
Research question 3. Is there a difference between the self-reported degree of job 
satisfaction working with the supervisor among academic advisors employed at small, 
medium, and large institutions? 
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 Research question 4. Is there a difference between the self-reported degree of job 
satisfaction working with coworkers among academic advisors employed at small, 
medium, and large institutions? 
Research question 5. What are the relationships between the self-reported degree 
of job satisfaction and work environment variables of advising model, benefits, 
opportunity, empowerment, region, professional development, salary, and variety among 
academic advisors employed at small, medium, and large institutions? 
Research question 6. What are the relationships between the self-reported degree 
of job satisfaction and demographic variables of advising style, age, education, gender, 
pay, and years of experience among academic advisors employed at small, medium, and 
large institutions? 
Potential Significance of the Study 
Colleges and universities are facing budgetary challenges that many have not seen 
for decades (Murrell, 2005). Academic advisors may fulfill various roles at their college 
with access to few resources, and institution size can impact academic advisor job 
satisfaction. The dissertation study was designed to assist academic advisors in 
determining whether small, medium, or large institutions may be a best fit for them. For 
example, academic advisors employed at smaller institutions may feel that they have a 
bigger impact on the students they work with, while advisors at large institutions may 
feel that they play an inconsequential role at the institution (Chickering & Reisser, 1993; 
Donnelly, 2006). At the time of the dissertation study, quantitative research on academic 
advisor job satisfaction was minimal (Donnelly, 2006), and there was a gap in the 
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 literature of quantitative research on academic advisor job satisfaction as it relates to 
institution size.  
Definitions of Terms 
Academic advising. A process in which representatives of an institution enter a 
dynamic relationship with students in order to guide academic, social, and/or personal 
goals through informing, suggesting, mentoring, and teaching (Crookston, 1994; 
Donnelly, 2006; Kuhn, 2008; Murrell, 2005; O’Banion, 1972).  
Academic advisor. An individual working for a college or university, charged 
with the responsibility of guiding students through various institutional, academic, and 
goal oriented processes. 
Benefits. The medical, dental, and other financial benefits offered by the 
institution. 
Career opportunity (or opportunity). The self-reported, perceived opportunity 
for advancement within one’s organization.  
Communication. Communication between the academic advisor and supervisor.  
Empowerment. The authorization for academic advisors to make decisions in the 
workplace and be held accountable for outcomes. 
Institutional control. The type of funding that the institution is dependent on; 
categorized as public, private/non-profit or private/for-profit. 
Job satisfaction. The degree of satisfaction an employee has with a job based on 
work environment and demographic variables.  
Large institution. A college or university with a student enrollment of 20,000 or 
more. 
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 Medium institution. A college or university with a student enrollment of 5,000 to 
19,999. 
NACADA. The National Academic Advising Association, an educational 
organization comprised of members of the academic advising community throughout the 
United States and abroad.  
Professional development (or development). The perceived opportunity to 
receive training, enhance knowledge, or improve skills in academic advising as supported 
by the institution.  
Recognition. Formal recognition from the supervisor or institution for an 
advisor’s contributions. 
Small institution. A college or university with a student enrollment of 4,999 or 
less. 
Student retention. The rate at which a student remains at the college. This rate 
can be measured from term to term or year to year. 
Teamwork. Working with other associates in the same organization to achieve a 
common goal.  
Variety. The variety of work responsibilities in addition to academic advising 
such as special projects, committees, and teaching. 
Chapter Summary 
In challenging economic times, there is an increasing demand for accountability 
in higher education. Institutional effectiveness in higher education is measured in terms 
on student retention and graduation rates. Academic advising has been shown to improve 
student retention rates. A low degree of job satisfaction has been shown to impact 
9 
 employee turnover and organizational effectiveness. The dissertation study explored the 
factors that can affect academic advisor job satisfaction in higher education, based on 
institution size.  
Chapter 2 encompasses a review of the literature on job satisfaction, academic 
advising, and institution size. Chapter 3 contains a discussion of the quantitative research 
design methodology. Chapter 4 presents the findings of the data analysis for each of the 
research questions. The discussion on the findings is presented in Chapter 5.  
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 Chapter 2: Review of the Literature 
Introduction and Purpose 
Academic and social experiences strengthen a student’s commitment to education 
and the college or university that they attend (Tinto, 1987). Therefore, colleges and 
universities must find ways to incorporate students into the heart of academic and social 
life. Academic advisors help students better connect to the institution and transition to 
college life by providing academic and social support (Tinto, 1987).  
Review of the Literature 
This review of the literature provides an overview of the literature on job 
satisfaction, academic advising, and institution size.  
History of job satisfaction. In 1911, Taylor developed the concept of scientific 
management (Gullickson, 2011). He believed that scientific principles could be applied to 
production tasks to increase efficiency. Taylor also developed the concept of best 
practices, a structured set of steps or processes to complete a job which any worker can 
follow (Murrell, 2005). Prior to this, workers did not have organized methods to complete 
a job. Taylor also theorized that workers were motivated by pay, so he developed a pay 
scale which rewarded high output workers (Gullickson, 2011; Murrell, 2005).  
Mayo conducted research known as the Hawthorne studies at the Western Electric 
Company between 1924 and 1932. This experiment tested productivity of factory 
workers under altered conditions. The initial goal of the study was to demonstrate that 
altering the physical environment would affect worker productivity. The research showed 
11 
 that regardless of the altered conditions such as a change in lighting or room temperature, 
there were other factors that affected employee productivity. Some employees became 
more productive or less productive based on social factors such as group dynamics, 
recognition, individual attention, and autonomy in their own work (Frank & Kaul, 1978; 
Gullickson, 2011). The Mayo study was the first to determine that factors such as social 
dynamics, which are outside of pay motivation or physical environment, affected worker 
productivity (Gullickson, 2011; Murrell, 2005). Whereas these Taylor positioned workers 
as part of a system, Follett viewed workers as human beings (Parker, 1984). She argued 
that employees had to be motivated to perform and not mandated to perform. Mayo and 
Follett were contributors to the human relations movement, which shifted the views of 
management away from autocratic and authoritarian rule.  
McGregor (McGregor, 1960) posited that all managers and organizations could be 
categorized by one of two opposite theories: theory X and theory Y. Theory X suggests 
that people are negative and pessimistic and prefer to be controlled by their managers 
under authoritarian rule. Theory Y suggests that employees are optimistic, positive, and 
internally motivated and will work toward organizational goals. McGregor’s two theories 
were believed to be applicable to all organizational situations.  
Motivation-hygiene theory states there are factors that affect employee 
satisfaction and dissatisfaction with a job. Motivators are factors that employees find 
satisfying, are intrinsic to the job, and rewards the aspirational needs of employees 
(Herzberg et al., 1999). Hygiene factors connect to feelings of unhappiness and can 
prohibit positive job attitude. Hygiene is the environmental condition that allows an 
employee to perform the job function (Herzberg et al., 1999). According to the theory; 
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 motivational factors can make an employee happy, but removing negative hygiene factors 
will not result in job satisfaction or happy employees. Job satisfaction can only be 
attained once hygiene factors are positive, then a separate level of factors are used to 
determine whether an employee is happy (Herzberg et al., 1999). McGregor’s and 
Herzberg’s theories were developed from Maslow’s hierarchy of needs (Bazigos & 
Burke, 1997; Gullickson, 2011).  
History of academic advising. The history of higher education in the United 
States dates to colonial times. The colonial colleges were founded on strong religious, 
moral, and academic belief systems. Some of the early colonial settlers were alumni of 
British institutions and valued education. Others were of strong religious conviction and 
wanted to continue a legacy of religious education (Thelin, 2004). During this period, 
faculty served in loco parentis (in the place of parents). In this environment, faculty were 
not only responsible for teaching academics to the student, but teaching moral values, and 
exposing them to extracurricular activities (Donnelly, 2006; Kuhn, 2008). Curriculum at 
this time was rigid. Students were told what classes to take without flexibility. Beginning 
in the 1870s, electives became part of the curriculum (Kuhn, 2008). Students had more 
choices for classes that they wanted to take. As a result of these new options, the need for 
academic advising grew and faculty could no longer serve as teacher, mentor and advisor 
(Donnelly, 2006). 
The Morrill act was passed in 1860 to grant land to colleges in order to produce 
students educated in agriculture and other practical professions of that era. The 19th 
century brought about an expansion of land grant institutions and with it a greater need 
for academic advising. Larger institutions with varying educational programs and a 
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 widening student body further increased the need for student services and academic 
advising staff (Chickering & Reisser, 1993; Donnelly, 2006; Murrell, 2005). 
A shift in academic advising occurred after World War II as a result of the 
passage G.I. Bill. The federal government intended the G.I. Bill to be a short term 
measure to re-train the high volume of war veterans returning to the workforce in an 
already saturated labor market (Thelin, 2004). Many veterans who entered higher 
education during this period lacked career focus and the ability to navigate through 
institutional procedures (Donnelly, 2006). Academic advising became a vital function to 
help these students through the range of challenges they faced within the institution 
(Donnelly, 2006; Murrell, 2005). 
Throughout the history of advising, there have been shifts that reflect the demands 
of students in an era (Kuhn, 2008). One such shift was the identification of academic 
advising methods as developmental or prescriptive (Daller, 1997). The early days of 
academic advising required a prescriptive approach. Prescriptive advising is authoritarian 
in that academic advisors tell students what classes they need to take and provide them 
with information on processes and procedures within the institution (Crookston, 1994). 
The growing needs of students created a shift toward a more developmental role for 
academic advisors (Murrell, 2005). Developmental advising is an inquiry based 
approach, in which advisors work with students over the course of many advising 
sessions to guide them based on their personal, professional, and academic goals 
(Crookston, 1994; Donnelly, 2006; Kuhn, 2008; Murrell, 2005; O’Banion, 1972). 
Academic advising models. Advising delivery models can be categorized as 
decentralized, centralized, or shared (Crockett, 1995; King, 2008; Pardee, 2004). The 
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 faculty only model is a decentralized model in which each student is assigned a faculty 
advisor. The satellite model is also decentralized. In this model, students are assigned 
advisors based on their academic discipline within the institution (Murrell, 2005). The 
self-contained model is the only model in the centralized advising category. In this 
model, students are assigned to professional academic advisors who are trained 
specifically to advise students (King, 2008; Self, 2008). The remaining models belong to 
the category of the shared advising model. Students are assigned to faculty advisors in the 
supplementary model. This model differs from the faculty only model in that a separate 
advising office assists faculty in their advising role, but this office usually does not have 
the authority to make advising decisions (King, 2008; Pardee, 2004). The split model 
reflects a combination of professional academic advisors and advisors in their academic 
discipline (King, 2008; Murrell, 2005; Pardee, 2004). In the dual model students are 
assigned two advisors; a faculty advisor for the program or major and a professional 
academic advisor for information regarding areas outside of their major such as policy, 
registration, and elective requirements (King, 2008). Lastly, staff members in a central 
location advise all students in the total intake model, and once certain requirements are 
met students are then assigned to a different advising office (King, 2008; Pardee, 2004). 
An example of this model is the use of a freshman advising office. New students spend 
their first year with freshman advisors and after they have earned a sufficient amount of 
credits to be classified as a sophomore, they are assigned a new advisor related to their 
major or academic area.  
Academic advisor job satisfaction. Academic advisors play an integral role in 
higher education settings (Crockett, 1995; Donnelly, 2006; Murell, 2005; Tinto; 1999). 
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 Donnelly (2006) introduced quantitative methods to the study of academic advisor job 
satisfaction. Prior to Donnelly’s study, quantitative research on job satisfaction in higher 
education focused primarily on faculty. Research studies on academic advisor job 
satisfaction had been conducted, but those studies were primarily qualitative.  
The Survey of Advisor Satisfaction (Appendix A) was created to measure 
academic advisor job satisfaction based on a set of work environment variables and 
demographic variables. Academic advisors who were members of the National Academic 
Advising Association (NACADA) were surveyed with this instrument in 2005. The 
results of the investigation found that academic advisors reported a high degree of overall 
job satisfaction, satisfaction working with students, and satisfaction working with the 
supervisor (Donnelly, 2006). Academic advisors reported the highest degree of 
satisfaction with benefits, variety, and teamwork, while they reported the lowest degree 
of satisfaction with salary, recognition, and support for career development (Donnelly, 
2006). According to Donnelly, academic advisor job satisfaction had the strongest 
correlations to variety, empowerment, communication, teamwork, years of experience, 
and advising style.  
Institution size. In higher education, the size of an institution is a calculation 
based on student enrollment. The actual formula used by an institution varies, but is 
usually determined by the student headcount of full-time and part-time students; a 
calculation of the aggregate amount of credits taken by students divided by a full-time 
credit load; or a calculation where 3 part-time students equals 1 full-time student 
(Hurtado, 2003).  
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 Institution size impacts the student experience in a number of ways, such as 
student to faculty ratio, the administration of the institution, the complexity of navigating 
college processes, and student interactions with members of the institution (Chickering & 
Reisser, 1993; Hurtado, 2003). Student interactions with faculty, staff, and other students 
were less likely to occur at larger institutions (Astin, 1993).  
Sanctioned by the U.S. Federal Government through the U.S. Department of 
Education, the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) is an organization that 
collects, analyzes, and publishes data and reports on education in the United States. The 
Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System is the central data reporting system that 
the NCES uses to collect analyze and publish data for institutions of higher education in 
the United States. The U.S. government uses this information to investigate such areas as 
graduation rates, retention rates, and funding for federal student aid. The U.S. 
government reports on institution size, but has not categorized specific enrollments 
related to descriptors such as small, smaller, large larger institutions (U.S. Government 
Accountability Office [U.S. GAO], 2010). In some reports, institutions were discussed 
with enrollments “as low as 60” or as high as “40,000 or more” (U.S. GAO, 2010, p. 15). 
The NCES utilized a variety of categories for institution size. In an NCES report on 
characteristics of community colleges, institutions were classified by enrollment in 
addition to institutional control and percentage of awards in specific programs (U.S. 
Department of Education, 2007). Three of the seven categories classified institutions by 
size. Public institutions were classified as small with a student enrollment of 2,000 or 
less; medium with a student enrollment of 2,000 to 9,999: and large for with an 
enrollment of 10,000 or more. In the report, for-profit institutions and institutions that 
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 offered health programs were reported out separately (NCES, 2007). The NCES Digest of 
Education Statistics (2011) categorized degree granting institutions based on student 
enrollment; however, definitive categories and descriptors based on size were not 
assigned to the data. For example, small institutions were referenced as institutions with 
enrollment of fewer than 1,000 students and no reference was made to the enrollment size 
of medium or large institutions. The report also mentioned that 13% of all institutions in 
the United States had student enrollments of 10,000 or more; however ,no descriptors 
such as medium or large were used. Over the years, many classification systems have 
been developed to categorize institutions of higher education (U.S. Department of 
Education, 2007).  
The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching and Learning 
(Carnegie Foundation) was founded in 1905. In 1970 the Carnegie Foundation created a 
system of classification for institutions of higher education. A drawback for research 
based on the Carnegie classifications is that the classifications conflate other institutional 
characteristics into institution size categories. At the time of this dissertation, the 18 
categories within the Carnegie classification described institutions based on institution 
size in tandem with degree type and the percentage of students living on campus. The 
Carnegie classifications have been revised several times since its development to account 
for changes in institutions of higher education (Ehrenberg, 2001; McCormick & Zhao, 
2005).  
Chapter Summary 
Extant research on academic advisor job satisfaction showed that academic 
advisors have needs that must be met to achieve job satisfaction. Many of those needs 
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 include satisfaction with compensation, satisfaction with job responsibilities, and the 
possibility of advancement (Herzberg et al., 1999). Academic advisors seeking 
satisfaction with the opportunity for advancement are not necessarily seeking other 
positions, but do not want to feel as though they will be stuck in the job forever (Epps, 
2002). Advisors want to be recognized and valued by the institution (Herzberg et al., 
1999). They want to be fairly compensated for the work that they do (Bee, Beronja, & 
Mann, 1990; Herzberg et al., 1999). Advisors want to be satisfied with their job 
responsibilities and feel as though they contribute to the institution (Murrell, 2005).  
Many job satisfaction studies in higher education focused on the satisfaction of 
faculty (Donnelly, 2006). There has been little research that focuses on the job 
satisfaction of academic advisors and fewer studies that correlate this to institution size. 
The Survey of Advisor Satisfaction (Appendix A) was used to research the job 
satisfaction of academic advisors throughout the Unites States and abroad who are 
members of the National Academic Advisor Association (NACADA) (Donnelly, 2006). 
The quantitative study researched various facets of job satisfaction. Other than Donnelly 
(2006), no other studies have used the Survey of Advisor Satisfaction (Appendix A). 
Advisors were surveyed at institutions that utilize various advising models (Donnelly, 
2006). The dissertation study supplemented the existing research on academic advisor job 
satisfaction based on the institution size thus filling a gap in the literature of job 
satisfaction of academic advisors based on institution size.  
In 2006 Donnelly conducted a study after verifying/researching that there was 
limited research in this field regarding job satisfaction of academic advisors. And within 
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 that limited body of research, no research exists that studies the job satisfaction of 
academic advisors based on institution size.  
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 Chapter 3: Research Design Methodology 
Introduction 
The dissertation study employed a quantitative approach using archival data. In 
2006 academic advisors were surveyed using the Survey of Advisor Satisfaction 
(Appendix A). The survey measured academic advisor overall job satisfaction, 
satisfaction working with students, and satisfaction working with the supervisor.  
Research Questions 
The dissertation study answered the following questions:  
Research question 1. Is there a difference between the self-reported degree of 
overall job satisfaction among academic advisors employed at small, medium, and large 
institutions? 
Research question 2. Is there a difference between the self-reported degree of job 
satisfaction working with students among academic advisors employed at small, medium, 
and large institutions? 
Research question 3. Is there a difference between the self-reported degree of job 
satisfaction working with the supervisor among academic advisors employed at small, 
medium, and large institutions? 
Research question 4. Is there a difference between the self-reported degree of job 
satisfaction working with coworkers among academic advisors employed at small, 
medium, and large institutions? 
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 Research question 5. What are the relationships between the self-reported degree 
of job satisfaction and work environment variables of advising model, benefits, 
opportunity, empowerment, region, professional development, salary, and variety among 
academic advisors employed at small, medium, and large institutions? 
Research question 6. What are the relationships between the self-reported degree 
of job satisfaction and demographic variables advising style, age, education, gender, pay, 
and years of experience among academic advisors employed at small, medium, and large 
institutions? 
Research Context 
The National Academic Advising Association (NACADA) is the largest 
professional organization for academic advisors. Members of NACADA were surveyed 
in 2005 to obtain job satisfaction data. According to NACADA (2005), “The National 
Academic Advising Association (NACADA) is an association of professional advisors, 
counselors, faculty, administrators, and students working to enhance the educational 
development of students” (para. 1). The concept of NACADA grew from the first 
National Academic Advising Conference held in 1977. Currently NACADA has over 
10,000 members in the United States, Puerto Rico, Canada and several other countries. 
NACADA is a non-profit educational association that maintains its headquarters at 
Kansas State University, Manhattan, Kansas. 
Research Participants 
Members of NACADA were surveyed to obtain job satisfaction data. In 2005, 
when the survey was administered there were 4,917 NACADA members that self-
identified as either an academic advisor or a faculty advisor. The survey returned 
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 responses from 1,913 members, yielding a response rate of 39%. There were no 
incentives used to recruit participants (Donnelly, 2006).  
Instruments 
The Survey of Advisor Satisfaction. The researcher emailed John Donnelly, the 
foundational researcher in quantitative research on academic advisor job satisfaction and 
the creator of the Survey of Advisor Satisfaction (Appendix A) for permission to use the 
archival data set. Dr. Donnelly provided written permission to use the data set (Appendix 
B) and emailed the data set in Microsoft Excel format to the researcher. The instrument 
was a self-reported survey with 41 items that measured “academic advisor job 
satisfaction, variables related to job satisfaction, and demographic descriptors” 
(Donnelly, 2006, p. 29). The Survey of Advisor Satisfaction (Appendix A) measured 
satisfaction responses on a 5-point Likert scale, with respondents rating 1 = Strongly 
Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Neutral, 4 = Agree, and 5 = Strongly Agree. A rating of 1 or 
2 reflected that the respondent had a low degree of job satisfaction; a rating of 4 or 5 
reflected a high degree of job satisfaction.  
NACADA electronically distributed the Survey of Advisor Satisfaction 
(Appendix A) to 4,917 NACADA members that self-reported as being academic advisors 
or faculty advisors and received a significant response rate of 39% or 1,913 responses. 
According to Patten (2009) a finite population of 5,000 should yield recommended 
minimum sample size of 357, or a 7% response rate. NACADA tracked participation, 
collected the responses, and stored the data (Donnelly, 2006).  
In 2005, a pilot study took place to assess the reliability and validity of the 
instrument. Based on the results of pilot testing, the instrument was found to have face 
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 validity in measuring job satisfaction, institutional variables, and demographic variables 
(Donnelly, 2006). Donnelly (2006) found the instrument was reliable in measuring job 
satisfaction with a result of .78 using Cronbach’s alpha. Cronbach’s alpha is used to 
measure consistency among items (Patten, 2009) and according to Vogt and Johnson 
(2011), a coefficient of .70 or higher suggests that the items being measured in an 
instrument are equivalent. The University of Cincinnati’s Institutional Review Board 
approved the use and distribution of the Survey of Advisor Satisfaction (Donnelly, 2006). 
The data set was sent in Microsoft Excel format by email from Donnelly to the 
researcher. The data did not include unique identifiers of participants, therefore yielding 
no risk to the anonymity of respondents. The findings from Donnelly’s research study 
was published in 2006 by the University of Cincinnati in his dissertation entitled, “What 
matters to advisors: Exploring the current state of academic advisor job satisfaction.” 
Data Analysis 
The dissertation study investigated academic advisor job satisfaction based on 
institution size. This section describes the data analysis methods employed to investigate 
each research question.  
Research question 1. Is there a difference between the self-reported degree of 
overall job satisfaction among academic advisors employed at small, medium, and large 
institutions? An ANOVA test was used to answer this question. The purpose of the 
ANOVA analysis was to determine whether a difference in overall job satisfaction 
existed between academic advisors from small, medium, and large institutions. The 
strength of the ANOVA test was that simultaneous comparisons could be made between 
the means of each group (advisors from small, medium, and large institutions). The 
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 assumptions of the test included normality of distribution and homogeneity of variance. 
Data for assessing normality are presented in Table 4.8 and Table 4.9.  
Research question 2. Is there a difference between the self-reported degree of job 
satisfaction working with students among academic advisors employed at small, medium, 
and large institutions? An ANOVA test was used to answer this question. The purpose of 
this analysis was to determine whether a difference in job satisfaction working with 
students existed among academic advisors from small, medium, and large institutions. 
The strength of the ANOVA test was that simultaneous comparisons could be made 
between the means of each group (advisors from small, medium, and large institutions). 
The assumptions of the ANOVA test included normality of distribution and homogeneity 
of variance. Data for assessing normality are presented in Table 4.11 and Table 4.12. 
Research question 3. Is there a difference between the self-reported degree of job 
satisfaction working with the supervisor among academic advisors employed at small, 
medium, and large institutions? An ANOVA test was used to answer this question. The 
purpose of the ANOVA analysis was to determine whether a difference in job satisfaction 
working with the supervisor existed between academic advisors employed at small, 
medium and large institutions. The strength of the ANOVA test was that simultaneous 
comparisons could be made among the means of each group (advisors from small, 
medium, and large institutions). The limitations and assumptions of this test included 
normality of distribution and homogeneity of variance. Data for assessing normality are 
presented in Table 4.14 and Table 4.15. 
Research question 4. Is there a difference between the self-reported degree of job 
satisfaction working with coworkers among academic advisors employed at small, 
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 medium, and large institutions? An ANOVA test was used to answer this question. The 
purpose of the ANOVA analysis was to determine whether a difference in job satisfaction 
working with coworkers existed between academic advisors from small, medium, and 
large institutions. The strength of the ANOVA test was that simultaneous comparisons 
could be made among the means of each group (advisors from small, medium, and large 
institutions). The assumptions of the ANOVA test included normality of distribution and 
homogeneity of variance. Data for assessing normality are presented in Table 4.17 and 
Table 4.18. 
Research question 5. What are the relationships between the self-reported degree 
of job satisfaction and work environment variables of advising model, benefits, 
opportunity, empowerment, region, professional development, salary, and variety among 
academic advisors employed at small, medium, and large institutions? In order to answer 
this question, Spearman’s rho correlations were used. The purpose of the analysis was to 
determine whether any significant relationships existed between the four aspects of job 
satisfaction (overall satisfaction, satisfaction working with the supervisor, satisfaction 
working with students, and satisfaction working with coworkers) and the work 
environment variables (advising model, benefits, opportunity, empowerment, region, 
professional development, salary, and variety). The strengths were that the results 
reflected the degree of association between each of the four aspects of job satisfaction 
and each of the work environment variables, and that the test was designed for use with 
variables measured on an ordinal scale. The limitation of using Spearman’s rho 
correlations was that the results did not determine causality. The assumptions of the 
analysis were that the data was normally distributed, that there was a linear relationship 
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 between the each of the four job satisfaction variables and each of the work environment 
variables, and that there were no significant outliers. Data for assessing normality are 
presented in Table 4.21. 
Research question 6. What are the relationships between the self-reported degree 
of job satisfaction and the demographic variables of advising style, age, education, 
gender, pay, and years of experience among academic advisors employed at small, 
medium, and large institutions? In order to answer this question, Spearman’s rho 
correlations were used. The purpose of this analysis was to determine whether any 
significant relationships existed between the four aspects of job satisfaction (overall 
satisfaction, satisfaction working with the supervisor, satisfaction working with students, 
and satisfaction working with coworkers) and the demographic variables (advising style, 
age, education, gender, pay, and years of experience). The strength of using Spearman’s 
rho correlations was that the results reflected the degree of association between each of 
the four aspects of job satisfaction and each of the demographic variables, and that the 
test is used with variables measured on an ordinal scale. The limitation of the analysis 
was that the results did not determine causality. The assumptions of the analysis were that 
the data was normally distributed, that there was a linear relationship between each of the 
four job satisfaction variables and each of the work environment variables, and that there 
were no significant outliers. Data for assessing normality are presented in Table 4.26. 
Chapter Summary 
Using a quantitative approach, this study explored relationships between job 
satisfaction and variables such as individual empowerment, salary satisfaction, benefits, 
career opportunity, professional development, communication, variety of work 
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 responsibilities, recognition, and teamwork. Chapter 4 presents the results of the analyses 
for research questions 1 through 6.  
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 Chapter 4: Results 
Introduction 
Academic advisors support students in various ways throughout their academic 
journey through higher education. Institutions of higher education invest in resources to 
improve student retention and research showed that academic advising is a factor that can 
improve student retention. Therefore academic advisor job satisfaction is important to 
institutions of higher education. This study investigated the inter-relationships among 
academic advisor job satisfaction, work environment variables, and demographic 
variables among academic advisor employed at small, medium, and large institutions of 
higher education.  
This chapter outlines the data collection, data analysis, and results of the study. 
The results are organized by research question. Each research question begins with 
preliminary data analysis, and then proceeds with the analysis and findings for each 
research question. The chapter concludes with a summary of the results.  
Data Collection  
In 2005, the Survey of Advisor Satisfaction (Donnelly, 2006) was emailed to 
4,917 members of the National Academic Advising Association (NACADA) that self-
reported as academic advisors or faculty advisors. According to Patten (2009) a finite 
population of 5,000 should yield recommended minimum sample size of 357, or a 7% 
response rate. The sample size of this study was 1,913 NACADA members, yielding a 
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 response rate of 39%. NACADA electronically distributed the surveys, tracked 
participation, collected the responses, and stored the data (Donnelly, 2006).  
The Survey of Advisor Satisfaction was created in 2005 to measure various facets 
of academic advisor job satisfaction (Donnelly, 2006). Prior to the 2006 study, there was 
limited quantitative research in the area of academic advisor job satisfaction. This type of 
groundbreaking research in academic advisor job satisfaction had not been done in higher 
education before. The instrument was a self-reported survey designed to measure various 
aspects of academic advisor job satisfaction based on work environment and 
demographic variables. In 2005, a pilot study assessed the reliability and validity of the 
instrument and based on the results of the pilot test, the instrument was found to have 
face validity in measuring job satisfaction, institutional variables, and demographic 
variables (Donnelly, 2006). Cronbach’s alpha is used to measure consistency among 
items (Patten, 2009), and according to Vogt and Johnson (2011), a coefficient of .70 or 
higher suggests that the items being measured in an instrument are equivalent. The 
instrument was found reliable in measuring job satisfaction with a result of .78 using 
Cronbach’s alpha (Donnelly, 2006).  
Data Analysis 
A quantitative approach was used to answer the six research questions. The 
Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS), version 21.0 was used to calculate 
descriptive and inferential statistics relevant to the research questions. Demographic 
statistics, including frequencies and percentages, were also calculated using SPSS. 
Research questions 1 through 4 were each considered using a one-way analysis of 
variance (ANOVA) or a Kruskal-Wallis test as appropriate. Research questions 5 and 6 
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 were evaluated using Spearman’s rho correlations. Each statistical analysis was reviewed 
by a statistician to confirm the tests were appropriate.  
If a statistical test is run when the assumptions for that test are not met, the results 
can be inaccurate and misleading (Khan & Rayner, 2003; Vogt & Johnson, 2011). The 
Kruskal-Wallis test is a non-parametric test that can be used when the normality 
assumption of the ANOVA test is not met (Vogt & Johnson, 2011). This test is less 
sensitive to the normality assumption than the ANOVA test (Huck, 2012). In contrast to 
the assumption of a normal distribution, the Kruskal-Wallis test requires a continuous 
distribution (Khan & Rayner, 2003).  
The six research questions were as follows: 
Research question 1. Is there a difference between the self-reported degree of 
overall job satisfaction among academic advisors employed at small, medium, and large 
institutions? 
Research question 2. Is there a difference between the self-reported degree of job 
satisfaction working with students among academic advisors employed at small, medium, 
and large institutions? 
Research question 3. Is there a difference between the self-reported degree of job 
satisfaction working with the supervisor among academic advisors employed at small, 
medium, and large institutions? 
Research question 4. Is there a difference between the self-reported degree of job 
satisfaction working with coworkers among academic advisors employed at small, 
medium, and large institutions? 
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 Research question 5. What are the relationships between the self-reported degree 
of job satisfaction and work environment variables of advising model, benefits, 
opportunity, empowerment, region, professional development, salary, and variety among 
academic advisors employed at small, medium, and large institutions? 
Research question 6. What are the relationships between the self-reported degree 
of job satisfaction and demographic variables of advising style, age, education, gender, 
pay, and years of experience among academic advisors employed at small, medium, and 
large institutions? 
Institution size. Institution size was classified based on practical use and 
definitions of institution size in the areas of academic advising and student affairs. 
Research studies based on institution size have used a variety of denominations to 
describe small, medium, and large institutions. Various research studies categorized 
institutions as small with a student enrollment of 5,000 or less (Liu & Tourtellott, 2011; 
Westfall, 2006); 3,000 or less (McAlexander & Koenig, 2010); 1,177 to 6,922 (Kortegast 
& Hamrick, 2009). Research identified institutions as medium size with a student 
enrollment of 3,000 to 12,000 (McAlexander & Koenig, 2010); 5,000 to 9,999 (Zumeta 
& LaSota, 2010). Institutions may be classified as large with a student enrollment of 
12,000 or more (McAlexander & Koenig, 2010); 9,999 or more (Zumeta & LaSota, 
2010). Institution size classifications have not been standardized throughout higher 
education in the United States and abroad.  
As shown in Table 4.1, the Survey of Advisor Satisfaction (Donnelly, 2006), 
identified seven categories of institution size. The categories were re-grouped for the 
dissertation study and the categories of small, medium, and large institutions were 
32 
 formed. Institutions with a student enrollment of 4,999 or less were considered small 
institutions; those with a student enrollment of 5,000 to 19,999 were considered medium 
institutions; and those with a student enrollment of 20,000 or more were considered large 
institutions.  
Table 4.1, indicates that 20.2% were small institutions with an enrollment of 
4,999 students or less, 36.8% were medium institutions with an enrollment of 5,000 to 
19,999 students, and 42.7 % were large institutions with an enrollment of 20,000 students 
or more.  
Table 4.1 
Demographic Data - Categories for Institution Size 
Institution Size Student enrollment n % 
Small < 4,999 386 20.2 
 < 2,500 201 10.5 
 2,500 - 4,999 185 9.7 
Medium 5,000 - 19,999 704 36.8 
 5,000 - 9,999 260 13.6 
 10,000 - 19,999 444 23.2 
Large ≥ 20,000  817 42.7 
 20,000 - 29,999 401 21.0 
 30,000 - 39,999 199 10.4 
 > 40,000 217 11.3 
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 Demographic information for work environment variables. As shown in Table 
4.2, respondents used a variety of advising models at their institutions and worked 
throughout the listed geographic regions. The largest percentage of respondents worked 
in the North Central and Northwest regions of the United States.  
Table 4.2 
Demographic Data - Work Environment Variables 
Variable Description n % 
Advising Model Total Intake 264 13.8 
 Satellite 417 21.8 
 Shared 344 18.0 
 Faculty only 56 2.9 
 Professional staff only 202 10.6 
 More than one 630 32.9 
Geographical Region Northeast  174 9.1 
 Mid-Atlantic 174 9.1 
 Mid-South 139 7.3 
 Great Lakes 172 9.0 
 North Central 419 21.9 
 South Central 135 7.1 
 Northwest 274 14.3 
 Pacific 137 7.2 
 Rocky Mountain 95 5.0 
 International (other than Canada) 190 9.9 
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 Table 4.3 
Demographic Data - Demographic Variables 
Variable Description n % 
Advising Style Developmental 1131 59.1 
 Prescriptive 768 40.1 
Age < 22 2 0.1 
 22 - 29 355 18.6 
 30 - 39 563 29.4 
 40 - 49 411 21.5 
 50 - 59 489 25.6 
 60 - 69 86 4.5 
 70+ 4 0.2 
Education Associate 13 0.7 
 Bachelor 434 22.7 
 Masters 1198 62.6 
 Educational Specialist 21 1.1 
 Ph.D., Ed.D., or equivalent 167 8.7 
 Other 72 3.8 
Years of Experience < 3  442 23.1 
 3 < 6 560 29.3 
 6 < 10 384 20.1 
 10 < 15 258 13.5 
 15+  265 14.0 
Gender Female 1436 75.1 
 Male 477 24.9 
Pay (U.S. $) < 20,000 37 1.9 
 20,000 - 24,999 56 2.9 
 25,000 - 29,999 169 8.9 
 30,000 - 34,999 485 25.4 
 35,000 - 40,000 399 20.9 
 40,000 - 44,999 307 16.1 
 45,000 - 49,999 170 8.9 
 50,000 - 54,999 114 6.0 
 55,000 - 59,999 51 2.7 
 60,000 - 64,999 45 2.4 
 65,000 - 69,999 26 1.4 
 70,000 - 79,999 26 1.4 
 80,000 - 89,999  12 0.6 
 90,000 - 99,999 4 0.2 
 100,000 or more 6 0.3 
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 Demographic information for demographic variables. As shown in Table 4.3, 
the typical respondent used a developmental approach to academic advising, were 
between the ages of 22 to 59, had earned a Master’s degree, had fewer than 10 years of 
academic advising experience, were female, and earned $30,000 to $44,999 annually.  
Demographic information for institutional and respondent characteristics. 
As shown in Table 4.4, the typical respondent worked for a public doctoral degree 
granting institution, were full-time employees, did not possess a degree in counseling, 
and held an academic advising position.  
Table 4.4 
Demographic Data - Institutional and Respondent Characteristics 
Variable Description n % 
Institution Type Other 1 0.1 
 Private – Non Profit 326 17.0 
 Proprietary – For Profit 29 1.5 
 Public 1557 81.4 
Highest Degree Granted Technical (vocational) certificate 1 0.1 
 Associate’s degree 259 13.5 
 Bachelor’s 95 5.0 
 Master’s degree 367 19.2 
 Specialist 33 1.7 
 Ph.D., Ed.D., or professional 1154 60.3 
Work Status Full Time 1816 94.9 
 Part Time 94 4.9 
Counseling Degree Yes 477 24.9 
 No 1436 75.1 
Position Faculty Advisor 118 6.2 
 Academic Advisor/Counselor 1500 78.5 
 Advising Administrator 122 6.4 
 Administrator with varied responsibilities 130 6.8 
 Graduate Student 8 0.4 
 Institutional position 15 0.8 
 Affiliated with college 19 1.0 
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 Preliminary data analysis. Prior to conducting the inferential analyses, data were 
checked for outliers and missing data. Additionally, statistical assumptions, including 
normality of distributions and homogeneity of variance, were checked to ensure planned 
tests were valid. As some of the assumptions were not met during this process, non-
parametric analyses were included to supplement or replace the parametric analyses 
proposed in some cases. Highlighted in Table 4.5 are the variables, levels, and associated 
statistical tests conducted in regard to each research question.  
Table 4.5 
Statistical Tests Used to Evaluate Research Questions 
Research 
Question 
Independent Variable Dependent 
Variable 
Statistical Test 
1 Institution size  Overall job 
satisfaction 
Kruskal-Wallis 
2 Institution size  Job satisfaction 
working with 
students 
Kruskal-Wallis 
3 Institution size  Job satisfaction 
working with 
supervisor 
ANOVA & 
Kruskal-Wallis 
4 Institution size  Job satisfaction 
working with 
coworkers 
ANOVA 
5 Work environment variables:  
advising model, benefits, opportunity, 
empowerment, region, professional 
development, salary, variety 
Job satisfaction:  
overall, student 
facet, supervisor 
facet, coworker 
facet 
Spearman’s rho 
correlations 
6 Demographic variables: 
Advising style, age, education, gender, 
pay, years of experience 
Job satisfaction: 
overall, student 
facet, supervisor 
facet, coworker 
facet 
Spearman’s rho 
correlations 
Note. Small institutions had a student enrollment of 4,999 or less. Medium institutions 
had a student enrollment of 5,000 to 19,999. Large institutions had a student enrollment 
of 20,000 or more. 
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Research Question 1 
 Research Question 1 was assessed using an ANOVA test to determine whether 
differences existed in overall job satisfaction among academic advisors based on 
institution size. The independent variable of institution size included three levels: small, 
medium, and large. An institution with a student enrollment of 4,999 or less was defined 
as small; a student enrollment of 5,000 to 19,999 was defined as medium; and a student 
enrollment of 20,000 or more was defined as large. The dependent variable was overall 
job satisfaction, which was measured as the mean of survey questions 8.9, 8.10 and 8.11. 
The questions measured overall job satisfaction based on the enjoyment of coming to 
work each day and whether the respondent was contemplating leaving the field of 
academic advising. The scaling for these three questions was 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = 
Disagree, 3 = Neutral, 4 = Agree, and 5 = Strongly Agree.  
 Preliminary analysis for research question 1. Data were screened for missing 
values and univariate outliers among the dependent variable. Outliers were identified 
following a procedure as outlined by Tabachnick and Fidell (2012). To identify outliers, 
raw scores were converted to z-scores and these standardized scores were compared 
against a critical value of +/- 3.29, p < .001. Values outside of the range of [-3.29, 3.29] 
represent scores that were more than three standard deviations away from the mean, and 
thus were outliers. The distribution of overall job satisfaction was evaluated for outliers 
and from a total of 1,913 cases, 13 outliers were identified. Missing data were 
investigated using frequency counts and six missing cases were found for institution size. 
Thus, 1894 cases were included in the ANOVA for research question 1 (n = 1894). The 
mean score for overall job satisfaction was 4.01(SD = .749), for academic advisors 
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 employed at small institutions, 3.94 (SD = .780), for academic advisors employed at 
medium institutions, and 3.90 (SD = .857) for academic advisors employed at large 
institutions. Descriptive statistics for overall job satisfaction for the three institution size 
groups is displayed in Table 4.6. 
 
Table 4.6 
Descriptive Statistics for Overall Job Satisfaction by Institution Size  
Institution Size n Min Max Mean Std. Dev. Skewness Kurtosis 
Small 383 1.67 5.00 4.01 0.749 -0.741 0.151 
Medium 699 1.33 5.00 3.94 0.780 -0.821 0.434 
Large 812 1.33 5.00 3.90 0.857 -0.772 0.098 
Note. Outliers and missing data were identified and omitted from the calculations. The 
scaling for the survey questions was 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Neutral, 4 
= Agree, and 5 = Strongly Agree. Minimum scores reflect minimal satisfaction, 
maximum scores reflect greater satisfaction.  
The assumption of normality was tested prior to running the ANOVA. The 
dependent variable (overall job satisfaction) was analyzed for normality within each of 
the three groups of the independent variable (institution size). To test whether the 
distributions were normally distributed, the skew coefficients were divided by the skew 
standard errors to obtain z-skew coefficients. Z-kurtosis coefficients were calculated in 
the same way. According to Tabachnick and Fidell (2012), z-skew and z-kurtosis 
coefficients exceeding the critical value of +/- 3.29 indicate significant skew or kurtosis, 
which may indicate non-normality. Based on the evaluation of the z-skew and z-kurtosis 
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 coefficients, all three distributions were significantly negatively skewed as shown in 
Table 4.7. 
Table 4.7 
Descriptive Statistics for Assessing Normality of Overall Job Satisfaction 
Institution 
Size 
n Skewness Std. 
Error 
of Skew 
z-
skew 
 Kurtosis Std. 
Error 
of 
Kurtosis 
z-
kurtosis 
Small 383 -0.741 .125 -5.942  .151 .249 0.606 
Medium 699 -0.821 .092 -8.883  0.434 .185 2.349 
Large 812 -0.772 .086 -8.994  0.098 .171 0.571 
Note. z-skew or z-kurtosis coefficients that exceed the critical value of +/- 3.29 indicate 
significant skew or kurtosis, which indicate non-normality (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2012). 
Data for overall job satisfaction was transformed using a logarithmic 
transformation in an attempt to normalize the data. Data were transformed using the 
calculation sqrt overall job satisfaction = sqrt (6 – overall job satisfaction). The value of 6 
was included in the calculation as it is a constant such that when each score is subtracted 
from the value the smallest score is 1. This transformation was recommended by 
Tabachnick and Fidell (2012) and Howell (2007). Z-skew coefficients for the 
transformed variable indicate no significant skewness. The transformation resulted in a 
significant z-kurtosis value for the large institution group; however, this was viewed as an 
improvement on the original distributions, so normality was assumed for the transformed 
variable. Relevant statistics are presented in Table 4.8. 
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 Table 4.8 
Descriptive Statistics for Assessing Normality of Sqrt Overall Job Satisfaction 
Institution 
Size 
n Skewness Std. 
Error  
of 
Skew 
z-
skew 
 Kurtosis Std. 
Error  
of 
Kurtosis 
z-
kurtosis 
Small 383 -0.048 .125 -0.384  -0.673 .249 2.703 
Medium 699 -0.065 .092 -0.707  -0.488 .185 -2.638 
Large 812 -0.037 .086 -0.430  -0.728 .171 -4.257 
Note. The assumption of normality was met based on the transformed data, although the 
transformation resulted in a significant z-kurtosis for large institutions.  
 
The homogeneity of variance assumption was tested using Levene’s Test of 
Equality of Error Variance. The test allowed for the determination of whether the error 
variance of the dependent variable was equal across groups (Vogt & Johnson, 2011). 
Results from the test indicated that the distribution of the dependent variable did not meet 
the assumption of homogeneity of variance, F(2, 1891) = 3.709, p = .025. As the 
assumption was not met, the non-parametric alternative to ANOVA, the Kruskal-Wallis 
test, was conducted instead. According to Patten (2009), the Kruskal-Wallis test is a non-
parametric test that can be used when the normality assumption of the ANOVA test is not 
met.  
Results for research question 1. A Kruskal-Wallis test was conducted to 
determine whether a difference in overall job satisfaction existed between academic 
advisors from small, medium, and large academic institutions. Results from the Kruskal-
Wallis test were non-significant, χ2(2, N = 1894) = 2.885, p = .236. No significant 
difference in overall job satisfaction among academic advisors employed at small, 
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 medium, or large institutions were reported. The mean score for overall job satisfaction 
for academic advisors employed at small institutions was 4.01 (SD = .749), for academic 
advisors employed at medium institutions was 3.94 (SD = .780), and for academic 
advisors employed at large institutions was 3.90 (SD = .857). Academic advisors 
employed at small, medium and large institutions all were satisfied with their jobs and 
enjoyed coming to work each day.  
Research Question 2 
Research question 2 was assessed using ANOVA to determine whether 
differences existed in job satisfaction working with students among academic advisors 
based on institution size. The independent variable was institution size (small, medium, 
and large). The dependent variable was job satisfaction working with students, which was 
measured as the mean of survey questions 8.1 and 8.7. The questions measured 
satisfaction working with students based on academic advisor satisfaction working with 
and interacting with students. The scaling for these two questions was 1 = Strongly 
Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Neutral, 4 = Agree, and 5 = Strongly Agree.  
Preliminary analysis for research question 2. Data were screened for missing 
values and univariate outliers among the dependent variable. Outliers were identified 
following a procedure as outlined by Tabachnick and Fidell (2012). To identify outliers, 
raw scores were converted to z-scores and these standardized scores were compared 
against a critical value of +/- 3.29, p < .001. Values outside of the range of [-3.29, 3.29] 
represent scores that are more than three standard deviations away from the mean, and 
thus are outliers. The distribution of job satisfaction working with students was evaluated 
for outliers and from a total of 1,913 cases, 25 outliers were identified. Missing data were 
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 investigated using frequency counts and 6 missing cases were found for institution size. 
Thus, 1882 cases were included in the ANOVA for Research Question 2 (n = 1882). 
Descriptive statistics for job satisfaction working with students for the three institution 
size groups is displayed in Table 4.9. 
Table 4.9 
Descriptive Statistics for Job Satisfaction Working with Students by Institution Size  
Institution Size n Min Max Mean Std. Dev. Skewness Kurtosis 
Small 381 2.50 5.00 4.56 0.494 -0.903 0.328 
Medium 698 2.50 5.00 4.56 0.509 -1.021 0.768 
Large 803 2.50 5.00 4.52 0.547 -0.999 0.612 
Note. Outliers and missing data were identified and omitted from the calculations. The 
scaling for the survey questions was 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Neutral, 4 
= Agree, and 5 = Strongly Agree. Minimum scores reflect minimal satisfaction, 
maximum scores reflect greater satisfaction.  
The assumption of normality was tested prior to running the ANOVA. The 
dependent variable (satisfaction working with students) was analyzed for normality 
within each of the three groups of the independent variable (institution size). To test 
whether the distributions were normally distributed, the skew coefficients were divided 
by the skew standard errors to obtain z-skew coefficients. Z-kurtosis coefficients were 
calculated in the same way. According to Tabachnick and Fidell (2012), z-skew and z-
kurtosis coefficients exceeding the critical value of +/- 3.29 indicate significant skew or 
kurtosis, which may indicate non-normality. The dependent variable was analyzed for 
normality within each of the three groups of the independent variable. Based on the 
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 evaluation of the z-skew and z-kurtosis coefficients, all three distributions were 
significantly negatively skewed. Additionally, z-kurtosis values were significant for the 
medium and large groups as shown in Table 4.10. 
Table 4.10 
Descriptive Statistics for Assessing Normality of Job Satisfaction Working with Students 
Institution 
Size 
n Skewness Std. 
Error  
of 
Skew 
z-skew  Kurtosis Std. 
Error  
of 
Kurtosis 
z-
kurtosis 
Small 381 -0.903 .125 -7.223  0.328 .249 1.317 
Medium 698 -1.021 .093 -11.033  0.786 .185 4.154 
Large 812 -0.999 .086 -11.578  0.612 .172 3.551 
Note. z-skew or z-kurtosis coefficients that exceed the critical value of +/- 3.29 indicate 
significant skew or kurtosis, which indicate non-normality (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2012). 
Several transformations were attempted on the data for overall job satisfaction in 
an attempt to normalize the data. Logarithmic, square-root, and inverse transformations 
did not improve the negative skew of the distributions. While squaring the values slightly 
improved the skew, the data remained significantly skewed as shown in Table 4.11. As 
the assumption of normality was not met, the non-parametric alternative to ANOVA, the 
Kruskal-Wallis test, was conducted instead. According to Patten (2009), the Kruskal-
Wallis test is a non-parametric test that can be used when the normality assumption of the 
ANOVA test is not met.  
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 Table 4.11 
Descriptive Statistics for Assessing Normality of Job Satisfaction Working with Students 
Squared 
Institution 
Size 
n Skewness Std. 
Error  
of 
Skew 
z-skew Kurtosis Std. 
Error  
of 
Kurtosis 
z-kurtosis 
Small 381 -0.672 .125 -5.379 -0.552 .249 -2.215 
Medium 698 -0.742 .093 -8.063 -0.301 .185 -1.627 
Large 803 -0.717 .086 -8.309 -0.385 .172 -2.233 
Note. z-skew or z-kurtosis coefficients that exceed the critical value of +/- 3.29 indicate 
significant skew or kurtosis, which indicate non-normality (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2012). 
Results for research question 2. A Kruskal-Wallis test was conducted to 
determine whether a difference in job satisfaction regarding working with students 
existed between academic advisors from small, medium, and large academic institutions. 
Results from the Kruskal-Wallis test were non-significant, χ2(2, N = 1882) = 1.686, p = 
.431. No significant differences were found in job satisfaction scores when working with 
students between academic advisors employed at small, medium, and large institutions. 
The mean score for satisfaction working with students for academic advisors employed at 
small institutions was 4.56 (SD = .494), for academic advisors employed at medium 
institutions was 4.56 (SD = .509), and for academic advisors employed at large 
institutions was 4.52 (SD = .547). Academic advisors employed at small, medium and 
large institutions all reported being satisfied working and interacting with students. 
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 Research Question 3 
Research question 3 was assessed using ANOVA to determine whether 
differences existed in job satisfaction with supervisor among academic advisors based on 
institution size. The independent variable was institution size (small, medium, and large). 
The dependent variable was job satisfaction working with supervisor, which was 
measured as the mean of survey questions 8.4 and 8.8. The questions measured 
satisfaction working with the supervisor based on the perception of effective supervision 
and contentment with supervision received. The scaling for these two questions was 1 = 
Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Neutral, 4 = Agree, and 5 = Strongly Agree.  
Preliminary analysis for research question 3. Data were screened for missing 
values and univariate outliers among the dependent variable. Outliers were identified 
following a procedure as outlined by Tabachnick and Fidell (2012). To identify outliers, 
raw scores were converted to z-scores and these standardized scores were compared 
against a critical value of +/- 3.29, p < .001. Values outside of the range of [-3.29, 3.29] 
represent scores that are more than three standard deviations away from the mean, and 
thus are outliers. The distribution of job satisfaction working with supervisor was 
evaluated for outliers and from a total of 1,913 cases, 8 outliers were identified. Missing 
data were investigated using frequency counts and 6 missing cases were found for 
institution size. Thus, 1899 cases were included in the ANOVA for Research Question 3 
(n = 1899). Descriptive statistics for job satisfaction working with supervisor for the three 
institution size groups is displayed in Table 4.12. 
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 Table 4.12 
Descriptive Statistics for Job Satisfaction Working with Supervisor by Institution Size  
Institution Size n Min Max Mean Std. Dev. Skewness Kurtosis 
Small 386 1.50 5.00 3.81 0.719 -0.196 -0.347 
Medium 698 1.50 5.00 3.81 0.718 -0.323 -0.158 
Large 815 1.50 5.00 3.81 0.705 -0.197 -0.370 
Note. Outliers and missing data were identified and omitted from the calculations. The 
scaling for the survey questions was 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Neutral, 4 
= Agree, and 5 = Strongly Agree. Minimum scores reflect minimal satisfaction, 
maximum scores reflect greater satisfaction.  
The assumption of normality was tested prior to running the ANOVA. The 
dependent variable (satisfaction working with the supervisor) was analyzed for normality 
within each of the three groups of the independent variable (institution size). To test 
whether the distributions were normally distributed, the skew coefficients were divided 
by the skew standard errors to obtain z-skew coefficients. Z-kurtosis coefficients were 
calculated in the same way. According to Tabachnick and Fidell (2012), z-skew and z-
kurtosis coefficients exceeding the critical value of +/- 3.29 indicate significant skew or 
kurtosis, which may indicate non-normality. The dependent variable was analyzed for 
normality within each of the three groups of the independent variable. Based on the 
evaluation of the z-skew and z-kurtosis coefficients, only one distribution, that for 
medium sized institutions, was significantly negatively skewed as shown in Table 4.13. 
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 Table 4.13 
Descriptive Statistics for Assessing Normality of Job Satisfaction Working with 
Supervisor 
Institution Size n Skewness Std. Error  
of Skew 
z-skew Kurtosis Std. Error  
of 
Kurtosis 
z-kurtosis 
Small 386 -0.196 .124 -1.575 -0.347 .248 -1.402 
Medium 698 -0.323 .093 -3.487 -0.158 .185 -0.855 
Large 815 -0.197 .086 -2.298 -0.370 .171 -2.160 
Note. z-skew or z-kurtosis coefficients that exceed the critical value of +/- 3.29 indicate 
significant skew or kurtosis, which indicate non-normality (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2012). 
Data for job satisfaction working with supervisor was transformed using a square 
transformation in an attempt to normalize the data. Data were transformed using the 
calculation job satisfaction working with supervisor squared = (job satisfaction working 
with supervisor)2. This transformation was recommended by Kenny (1987) for slight 
negative skew. However, while the transformation reduced the negative skew for the 
medium group, it increased kurtosis for the large group, resulting in a significantly 
leptokurtic distribution as shown in Table 4.14. As such, the non-transformed data were 
used in the calculation, but given the questionability of whether the assumption of 
normality was fully met, a Kruskal-Wallis test was run in conjunction with the ANOVA. 
The Kruskal-Wallis test is a non-parametric test that can be used when the normality 
assumption of the ANOVA test is not met (Vogt & Johnson, 2011). This test is less 
sensitive to the normality assumption than the ANOVA test (Huck, 2012). In contrast to 
the assumption of a normal distribution, the Kruskal-Wallis test requires a continuous 
distribution (Khan & Rayner, 2003).  
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 Table 4.14 
Descriptive Statistics for Assessing Normality of Job Satisfaction Working with 
Supervisor Squared 
Institution 
Size 
n Skewness Std. 
Error  
of Skew 
z-
skew 
Kurtosis Std. 
Error  
of 
Kurtosis 
z-
kurtosis 
Small 386 0.238 .124 1.916 -0.627 .248 -2.531 
Medium 698 0.147 .093 1.588 -0.576 .185 -3.120 
Large 815 0.223 .086 2.605 -0.638 .171 -3.730 
Note. z-skew or z-kurtosis coefficients that exceed the critical value of +/- 3.29 indicate 
significant skew or kurtosis, which indicate non-normality (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2012). 
Levene’s Test of Equality of Error Variance was run to check the homogeneity of 
variance assumption. Results from the test indicated that the distribution of the dependent 
variable did meet the assumption of homogeneity of variance, F(2, 1896) = 0.047, p = 
.954. This indicated that the error variance was approximately equal across groups.  
Results for research question 3. An ANOVA was conducted to determine 
whether there was a significant difference in job satisfaction regarding supervision 
among academic advisors from small, medium, and large academic institutions. No 
significant differences between groups, F(2, 1896) = 0.012, p = .989 was reported. Given 
that one of the distributions was not normally distributed, a Kruskal-Wallis test was also 
conducted. Results confirmed the findings of the ANOVA, χ2(2, N = 1899) = 0.125, p = 
.939. No significant differences were found in job satisfaction scores when working with 
the supervisor among academic advisors employed at small, medium, and large 
institutions. The mean score for satisfaction working with the supervisor for academic 
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 advisors employed at small institutions was 3.81 (SD = .719), for academic advisors 
employed at medium institutions was 3.81 (SD = .718), and for academic advisors 
employed at large institutions was 3.81 (SD = .705). Thus, academic advisors employed 
at small, medium, and large institutions all reported that they were approaching satisfied 
working with the supervisor. 
Research Question 4 
Research Question 4 was assessed using ANOVA to determine whether 
differences existed in academic advisors’ job satisfaction regarding working with 
coworkers based on institution size. The independent variable was institution size (small, 
medium, and large). The dependent variable was job satisfaction working with 
coworkers, which was measured as the mean of survey questions 8.2 and 8.5. The 
questions measured satisfaction working with coworkers based on the respondents’ self-
reported happiness with teamwork. The scaling for these two questions was 1 = Strongly 
Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Neutral, 4 = Agree, and 5 = Strongly Agree.  
Preliminary analysis for research question 4. Data were screened for missing 
values and univariate outliers among the dependent variable. Outliers were identified 
following a procedure as outlined by Tabachnick and Fidell (2012). To identify outliers, 
raw scores were converted to z-scores and these standardized scores were compared 
against a critical value of +/- 3.29, p < .001. Values outside of the range of [-3.29, 3.29] 
represent scores that are more than three standard deviations away from the mean, and 
thus are outliers. The distribution of job satisfaction working with coworkers was 
evaluated for outliers and from a total of 1,913 cases, 14 outliers were identified. Missing 
data were investigated using frequency counts and 6 missing cases were found for 
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 institution size. Thus, 1893 cases were included in the ANOVA for Research Question 4 
(n = 1893). Descriptive statistics for job satisfaction working with coworkers for the three 
institution size groups is displayed in Table 4.15. 
Table 4.15 
Descriptive Statistics for Job Satisfaction Working with Coworkers by Institution Size  
Institution Size n Min Max Mean Std. Dev. Skewness Kurtosis 
Small 385 2.00 5.00 3.98 0.643 -0.308 -0.143 
Medium 396 2.00 5.00 4.00 0.670 -0.450 0.054 
Large 812 2.00 5.00 3.99 0.655 -0.466 0.158 
Note. Outliers and missing data were identified and omitted from the calculations. The 
scaling for the survey questions was 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Neutral, 4 
= Agree, and 5 = Strongly Agree. Minimum scores reflect minimal satisfaction, 
maximum scores reflect greater satisfaction.  
The assumption of normality was tested prior to running the ANOVA. The 
dependent variable (satisfaction working with coworkers) was analyzed for normality 
within each of the three groups of the independent variable (institution size). To test 
whether the distributions were normally distributed, the skew coefficients were divided 
by the skew standard errors to obtain z-skew coefficients. Z-kurtosis coefficients were 
calculated in the same way. According to Tabachnick and Fidell (2012), z-skew and z-
kurtosis coefficients exceeding the critical value of +/- 3.29 indicate significant skew or 
kurtosis, which may indicate non-normality. The dependent variable was analyzed for 
normality within each of the three groups of the independent variable. Based on the 
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 evaluation of the z-skew and z-kurtosis coefficients, two distributions were significantly 
negatively skewed as shown in Table 4.16.  
Table 4.16 
Descriptive Statistics for Assessing Normality of Job Satisfaction Working with Coworker 
Institution 
Size 
n Skewness Std. Error  
of Skew 
z-skew Kurtosis Std. Error  
of 
Kurtosis 
z-
kurtosis 
Small 385 -0.308 .124 -2.478 -0.143 .248 -0.576 
Medium 396 -0.450 .093 -4.862 0.054 .185 0.290 
Large 812 -0.466 .086 -5.430 0.158 .171 0.923 
Note. z-skew or z-kurtosis coefficients that exceed the critical value of +/- 3.29 indicate 
significant skew or kurtosis, which indicate non-normality (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2012). 
Data for job satisfaction working with coworkers was transformed using a square 
transformation in an attempt to normalize the data. Data were transformed using the 
calculation job satisfaction working with coworkers squared = (job satisfaction working 
with coworkers)2. The z-skew and z-kurtosis values of the transformed distributions all 
met the criteria for normality to be assumed as shown in Table 4.17.  
The assumption of homogeneity of variance was checked by running Levene’s 
Test of Equality of Error Variance. Results from the test indicated that the distribution of 
the dependent variable did meet the assumption of homogeneity of variance, F(2, 1890) = 
0.091, p = .913. This indicated that the error variance was approximately equal across 
groups and the assumption was met.  
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 Table 4.17 
Descriptive Statistics for Assessing Normality of Job Satisfaction Working with 
Coworkers Squared 
Institution 
Size 
n Skewness Std. 
Error  
of 
Skew 
z-
skew 
 Kurtosis Std. 
Error  
of 
Kurtosis 
z-
kurtosis 
Small 385 0.102 .124 0.824  -0.542 0.248 -2.186 
Medium 696 -0.003 .093 -0.028  -0.540 .185 -2.919 
Large 812 -0.005 .086 -0.063  -0.475 .171 -2.771 
Note. z-skew or z-kurtosis coefficients that exceed the critical value of +/- 3.29 indicate 
significant skew or kurtosis, which indicate non-normality (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2012). 
Results for research question 4. An ANOVA was conducted to determine 
whether there was a significant difference in job satisfaction of working with coworkers 
among academic advisors from small, medium, and large academic institutions. No 
significant difference between groups, F(2, 1890) = 0.210, p = .810 were reported. No 
significant differences were found in academic advisors satisfaction scores when working 
with coworkers among academic advisors employed at small, medium, and large 
institutions. The mean score for satisfaction working with coworkers for academic 
advisors employed at small institutions was 3.98 (SD = .643), for academic advisors 
employed at medium institutions was 4.00 (SD = .670), and for academic advisors 
employed at large institutions was 3.99 (SD = .655). Academic advisors employed at 
small, medium, and large institutions reported being satisfied working with coworkers. 
A comparison of research questions 1, 2, 3, and 4. As shown in Figure 4.1, 
academic advisors employed at small, medium, and large institutions showed comparable 
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 results in their overall job satisfaction, satisfaction working with students, satisfaction 
working with the supervisor, and satisfaction working with coworkers, regardless of the 
size of the institution they worked for. The highest level of satisfaction reflected for 
academic advisors across the three levels of institutions size was the satisfaction working 
with students. Of the four aspects of academic advisor job satisfaction analyzed, 
academic advisors employed at small, medium, and large institutions demonstrated the 
highest degree of satisfaction working with students. This quantitative finding 
corresponded to many of the open-ended responses in survey question 9. Survey question 
9 asked participants, “What one thing gives you the most satisfaction on the job?” The 
majority of respondents from small, medium, and large institutions responded that 
working with students gave them the most satisfaction. The majority of responses 
included patterns and themes associated with student growth and success.  
 This finding is consistent with Donnelly’s (2006) findings that there were no 
differences for overall job satisfaction or satisfaction working with students for academic 
advisors at institutions with 2,500 to 4,999 with academic advisors compared to academic 
advisors at institutions with 30,000 to 39,999 students. However, with a mean job 
satisfaction score of 4.3 for satisfaction working with the supervisor, academic advisors 
working for institutions with 30,000 to 39,999 had a higher degree of satisfaction than 
those working for institutions with 2,500 to 4,999 students with a mean job satisfaction 
score of 3.4 (Donnelly, 2006).  
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Figure 4.1. A comparison for research questions 1, 2, 3, and 4. The scaling for the survey 
questions was 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Neutral, 4 = Agree, and 5 = 
Strongly Agree. Minimum scores reflect minimal satisfaction, maximum scores reflect 
greater satisfaction. A mean score of 4 demonstrated academic advisors were satisfied, a 
mean score of 5 demonstrated academic advisors were very satisfied. 
Research Question 5 
Research question 5 was assessed using four sets of correlations. Correlations 
were assessed between the four aspects of self-reported degree of job satisfaction 
(overall, student, supervisor, coworkers) and each of the work environment variables. 
The work environment variables included advising model, benefits, opportunity, 
empowerment, region, professional development, salary, and variety. Correlations were 
run assessing the relationships between these variables for academic advisors at each 
level of institution size (small, medium, large).  
Each of the four aspects of job satisfaction were measured as a mean of its 
corresponding survey questions. Overall job satisfaction was measured as the mean of 
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 survey questions 8.9, 8.10 and 8.11. Job satisfaction working with students was measured 
as the mean of survey questions 8.1 and 8.7. Job satisfaction working with supervisor was 
measured as the mean of survey questions 8.4 and 8.8. Job satisfaction working with 
coworkers was measured as the mean of survey questions 8.2 and 8.5.  
The questions used to measure each of the four aspects of job satisfaction and 
each of the work environment variables are included in Table 4.18. In the case where 
more than one question was used to measure a variable, the mean of the questions was 
used. For all questions but Question 1 and Question 19, responses were measured by the 
scale of 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Neutral, 4 = Agree, and 5 = Strongly 
Agree. Question 1 was measured as 1 = Total Intake, 2 = Satellite, 3 = Shared, 4 = 
Faculty Only, 5 = Professional Staff Only, 6 = Multiple. Responses for Question 19 were 
measured according to the regions listed in Table 4.3. 
Preliminary analysis for research question 5. Data were screened for missing 
values and univariate outliers among the dependent variables. The four aspects of job 
satisfaction had the following counts: overall n = 1908, student n = 1888, supervisor n = 
1905, coworkers n = 1899. The number of outliers and missing values for each of the 
work environment variables is listed in Table 4.19. Only those cases with no outliers or 
missing data were included in the correlations, n = 1847. 
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 Table 4.18 
Survey Questions Used for Measuring Variables for Research Question 5 
Variable Survey Questions 
Job satisfaction overall 8.9, 8.10, 8.11 
Job satisfaction with students 8.1, 8.7 
Job satisfaction with supervisor 8.4, 8.8 
Job satisfaction with coworkers 8.2, 8.5 
Advising model 1 
Benefits 4.5, 4.9 
Opportunity 4.2, 4.6 
Empowerment 3.1, 3.2 
Region 19 
Professional development 4.3, 4.7 
Salary 4.4, 4.8 
Variety 8.3, 8.6 
 
To test whether each of the variables of interest was normally distributed, z-skew 
and z-kurtosis coefficients were calculated and compared against a critical value of +/- 
3.29. All variables apart from salary were either significantly skewed or significantly 
kurtotic. As such, rather than transforming individual variables, the non-parametric 
Spearman’s rho correlation was used to evaluate relationships between variables. Skew 
and kurtosis statistics for each of the variables are shown in Table 4.20. 
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 Table 4.19 
Outliers and Missing Data for Research Question 5 
Variable n Outliers 
n Missing 
Data 
Job satisfaction overall 5 0 
Job satisfaction with 
students 
25 0 
Job satisfaction with 
supervisor 
8 0 
Job satisfaction with 
coworkers 
14 0 
Advising model 0 0 
Benefits 17 1 
Opportunity 12 1 
Empowerment 16 1 
Region 0 1 
Professional development 13 0 
Salary 5 0 
Variety 15 0 
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 Table 4.20 
Descriptive Statistics for Assessing Normality of Variables for Research Question 5 
Variable  Std. 
Error 
of 
Skew 
z-skew Kurtosis Std. 
Error 
of 
Kurtosis 
z-
kurtosis 
Job satisfaction 
overall 
-0.772 .057 -13.552 0.254 .114 2.234 
Job satisfaction 
with students 
-0.977 .057 -17.163 0.579 .114 5.087 
Job satisfaction 
with supervisor 
-0.169 .057 -2.971 -0.457 .114 -4.014 
Job satisfaction 
with coworkers 
-0.383 .057 -6.720 -0.007 .114 -0.065 
Advising model 0.576 .057 10.109 -0.695 .114 -6.106 
Benefits -0.502 .057 -8.807 0.058 .114 0.506 
Opportunity -0.318 .057 -5.584 -0.046 .114 -0.340 
Empowerment -0.335 .057 -5.875 -0.514 .114 -4.511 
Region 0.068 .057 1.203 -0.885 .114 -7.772 
Professional 
development 
-0.300 .057 -5.264 -0.528 .114 -4.641 
Salary 0.041 .057 -0.719 -0.221 .114 -1.938 
Variety -0.571 .057 -10.028 0.015 .114 0.133 
Note. n = 1847. z-skew or z-kurtosis coefficients that exceed the critical value of +/- 3.29 
indicate significant skew or kurtosis, which indicate non-normality (Tabachnick & Fidell, 
2012). 
Results for research question 5. Spearman’s rho correlations were conducted to 
assess the relationships between the four aspects of job satisfaction and a set of work 
environment variables. Results of the analyses are shown in the correlation matrix in 
Table 4.23. Overall job satisfaction correlated positively with benefits (.160, p <001), 
opportunity (.204, p <001), empowerment (.421, p <001), professional development 
(.299, p <001), salary (.215, p <001), and variety (.449, p <001). Satisfaction with 
students correlated positively with geographic regions (.072, p <01), benefits (.082, p 
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 <001), opportunity (.091, p <001), empowerment (.251, p <001), professional 
development (.195, p <001), salary (.069, p <01), and variety (.339, p <001). Satisfaction 
with supervision correlated positively with benefits (.168, p <001), opportunity (.313, p 
<001), empowerment (.351, p <001), professional development (.341, p <001), salary 
(.192, p <001), and variety (.345, p <001), as well as negatively with advising model (-
.063, p <01). Satisfaction with coworkers correlated positively with geographic region 
(.083, p <001), benefits (.140, p <001), opportunity (.203, p <001), empowerment (.316, 
p <001), professional development (.276, p <001), salary (.116, p <001), and variety 
(.419, p <001). Overall satisfaction was related to empowerment (.421, p <001) and 
variety (.449, p <001) with a medium effect size, student satisfaction was related to 
variety (.339, p <001) with a medium effect size, supervisor satisfaction was related to 
opportunity (.313, p <001), empowerment (.351, p <001), professional development 
(.341, p <001), and variety (.345, p <001) with a medium effect size, and coworkers 
satisfaction was related to empowerment (.316, p <001) and variety (.419, p <001) with a 
medium effect size.  
Correlations between variety and each of the four aspects of job satisfaction at 
small, medium, and large institutions had the highest effect sizes ranging from a medium 
effect size to a large effect size. Overall satisfaction at small institutions correlated 
positively with variety with a large effect size of .502 (, p <001). Effect size is measured 
using Cohen’s standard of measurement (Cohen, 1988). A small effect size has a value of 
.1 or less, a medium effect size has a value of .3 and a large effect size has a value of .5 or 
more. 
60 
 As shown in Table 4.21, the correlations that demonstrated the largest effect size 
were associated with variety and empowerment.  
Table 4.21 
Correlations with Large to Medium Effect Size in Rank Order 
Institution size, Aspect of satisfaction Work Environment  Correlation 
Small (n = 372) Overall  Variety .502*** 
Small (n = 372) Coworkers  Variety .481*** 
Medium (n = 682) Overall  Variety .462*** 
Large (n = 788) Overall  Empowerment .460*** 
All (n = 1847) Overall  Variety .449*** 
Medium (n = 682) Coworkers  Variety .450*** 
All (n = 1847) Overall  Empowerment .421*** 
All (n = 1847) Coworkers  Variety .419*** 
Large (n = 788) Overall  Variety .417*** 
Small (n = 372) Student  Variety .407** 
Note. Effect size was measured using Cohen’s standard of measurement (Cohen, 1988). 
A small effect size had a value of .1 or less, a medium effect size had a value of .3 and a 
large effect size had a value of .5 or more. 
Table 4.22 lists the correlations with a medium effect size in rank order. As 
shown, satisfaction with empowerment, variety, professional development, and 
opportunity demonstrated a medium effect size.  
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 Table 4.22 
Correlations with Medium Effect Size in Rank Order 
Institution size, Aspect of satisfaction Work Environment  Correlation 
Small (n = 372) Overall  Empowerment .396*** 
Medium (n = 682) Overall  Empowerment .386*** 
Large (n = 788) Coworkers  Variety .366*** 
Small (n = 372) Coworkers  Development .364*** 
Small (n = 372) Supervisor  Empowerment .363*** 
Large (n = 788) Supervisor  Empowerment .360*** 
Small (n = 372) Overall  Development .357*** 
Large (n = 788) Supervisor  Variety .355*** 
Medium (n = 682) Student  Variety .354*** 
All (n = 1847) Supervisor  Empowerment .351*** 
Small (n = 372) Supervisor  Development .348*** 
Large (n = 788) Coworkers  Empowerment .345*** 
All (n = 1847) Supervisor  Variety .345*** 
Medium (n = 682) Supervisor  Variety .342*** 
All (n = 1847) Supervisor  Development .341*** 
Small (n = 372) Coworkers  Empowerment .341*** 
All (n = 1847) Student  Variety .339*** 
Medium (n = 682) Supervisor  Development .339*** 
Large (n = 788) Supervisor  Development .338*** 
Small (n = 372) Supervisor  Variety .337*** 
Medium (n = 682) Supervisor  Empowerment .334*** 
All (n = 1847) Coworkers  Empowerment .316*** 
All (n = 1847) Supervisor  Opportunity .313*** 
Small (n = 372) Supervisor  Opportunity .308*** 
Small (n = 372) Coworkers  Opportunity .306*** 
Large (n = 788) Student  Empowerment .302*** 
Note. Effect size was measured using Cohen’s standard of measurement (Cohen, 1988). 
A small effect size had a value of .1 or less, a medium effect size had a value of .3 and a 
large effect size had a value of .5 or more.
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 Table 4.23 
Correlations between Four Aspects of Job Satisfaction and Work Environment Variables 
All (n = 1847) Model Region Benefits Opportunity Empowerment Development Salary Variety 
Overall satisfaction -.040 .024 .160*** .204*** .421*** .299*** .215*** .449*** 
Student satisfaction -.027 .072** .082*** .091*** .251*** .195*** .069** .339*** 
Supervisor satisfaction -.063** .026 .168*** .313*** .351*** .341*** .192*** .345*** 
Coworkers satisfaction -.040 .083*** .140*** .203*** .316*** .276*** .116*** .419*** 
Small (n = 372) Model Region Benefits Opportunity Empowerment Development Salary Variety 
Overall satisfaction -.070 .046 .188*** .225*** .396*** .357*** .174** .502*** 
Student satisfaction -.017 .100 .123* .139** .240*** .234*** .078 .407** 
Supervisor satisfaction -.068 -.008 .242*** .308*** .363*** .348*** .247*** .337*** 
Coworkers satisfaction .046 .098 .217*** .306*** .341*** .364*** .135** .481*** 
Medium (n = 682) Model Region Benefits Opportunity Empowerment Development Salary Variety 
Overall satisfaction -.057 -.024 .149*** .231*** .386*** .282*** .233*** .462*** 
Student satisfaction -.15 .051 .060 .073 .199*** .173*** .087* .354*** 
Supervisor satisfaction -.104** .004 .108** .367*** .334*** .339*** .146*** .342*** 
Coworkers satisfaction -.046 .059 .067 .192*** .267*** .231*** .103** .450*** 
Large (n = 788) Model Region Benefits Opportunity Empowerment Development Salary Variety 
Overall satisfaction -.027 .072* .179*** .179*** .460*** .298*** .224*** .417*** 
Student satisfaction -.053 .089* .095** .091* .302*** .200*** .052 .299*** 
Supervisor satisfaction -.025 .064 .194*** .272*** .360*** .338*** .207*** .355*** 
Coworkers satisfaction -.072* .096** .168*** .164*** .345*** .275*** .118** .366*** 
*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 
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 Research Question 6 
Research question 6 was assessed using four sets of correlations. Correlations 
were assessed between the four aspects of self-reported degree of job satisfaction 
(overall, student, supervisor, coworkers) and each of the demographic variables. The 
demographic variables included advising style, age, education, gender, pay, and years of 
experience. Correlations were run assessing the relationships between these variables for 
academic advisors at each level of institution size (small, medium, large).  
Each of the four aspects of job satisfaction were each measured as a mean of its 
corresponding survey questions. Overall job satisfaction was measured as the mean of 
survey questions 8.9, 8.10 and 8.11. Job satisfaction working with students was measured 
as the mean of survey questions 8.1 and 8.7. Job satisfaction working with supervisor was 
measured as the mean of survey questions 8.4 and 8.8. Job satisfaction working with 
coworkers was measured as the mean of survey questions 8.2 and 8.5.  
The questions used to measure each of the variables are included in Table 4.24. In 
the case where more than one question was used to measure a variable, the mean of the 
questions was used.  
Preliminary analysis for research question 6. Outliers and missing data were 
evaluated as previously indicated. The number of outliers and missing values for each of 
the variables included in the analyses for Research Question 6 are listed in Table 4.25. 
Only those cases with no outliers or missing data were included in the correlations, n = 
1859.  
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 Table 4.24 
Questions Used for Measuring Variables for Research Question 6 
Variable Survey Questions 
Job satisfaction overall 8.9, 8.10, 8.11 
Job satisfaction with students 8.1, 8.7 
Job satisfaction with supervisor 8.4, 8.8 
Job satisfaction with coworkers 8.2, 8.5 
Advising style 11 
Age 18 
Education  15 
Gender 17 
Pay 13 
Years of experience 12 
 
To test whether each of the variables was normally distributed, z-skew and z-
kurtosis coefficients were calculated and compared against a critical value of +/- 3.29. All 
variables were either significantly skewed or significantly kurtotic. As such, rather than 
transforming individual variables, the non-parametric Spearman’s rho correlation was 
used to evaluate relationships between variables. Skew and kurtosis statistics for each of 
the variables are shown in Table 4.26. 
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 Table 4.25 
Outliers and Missing Data for Research Question 6 
Variable n Outliers n Missing Data 
Job satisfaction overall 5 0 
Job satisfaction with students 25 0 
Job satisfaction with supervisor 8 0 
Job satisfaction with coworkers 14 0 
Advising style N/A 0 
Age 0 3 
Education 0 8 
Gender N/A 0 
Pay 22 5 
Years of experience 0 1 
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 Table 4.26 
Descriptive Statistics for Assessing Normality of Variables for Research Question 6 
Variable n Skewness Std. 
Error  
of 
Skew 
z-skew Kurtosis Std. 
Error  
of 
Kurtosis 
z-
kurtosis 
Job satisfaction 
overall 
1859 -0.765 .057 -13.481 0.231 .113 2.033 
Job satisfaction 
with students 
1859 -0.954 .057 -16.800 0.483 .113 4.253 
Job satisfaction 
with supervisor 
1859 -0.173 .057 -3.044 -0.473 .113 -4.172 
Job satisfaction 
with coworkers 
1859 -0.375 .057 -6.600 -0.039 .113 -0.347 
Age 1859 0.152 .057 2.674 -0.994 .113 -8.764 
Education 1859 1.378 .057 24.284 1.978 .113 17.434 
Pay 1859 1.128 .057 19.867 2.051 .113 18.071 
Years of 
experience 
1859 0.427 .057 7.527 -0.979 .113 -8.628 
Note. z-skew or z-kurtosis coefficients that exceed the critical value of +/- 3.29 indicate 
significant skew or kurtosis, which indicate non-normality (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2012). 
Results for research question 6. Spearman’s rho correlations were conducted to 
assess the relationships between the four aspects of job satisfaction and the demographic 
variables. Results of the analyses are shown in the correlation matrix in Table 4.26. 
Overall job satisfaction correlated positively with age (.202, p <001), gender (.050, p 
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 <05), pay (.126, p <001), and years of experience (.105, p <001). Overall job satisfaction 
correlated negatively with advising style (-.082, p <001) and education (-.048, p <05). As 
gender was coded such that 1 = male and 2 = female, the positive relationship indicated 
females had higher overall satisfaction than males. As advising style was coded such that 
1 = developmental and 2 = prescriptive, the negative relationship indicated that those 
with a prescriptive style were less satisfied with their job. Satisfaction with students 
correlated positively with age (.187, p <001) and years of experience (.086, p <001), but 
negatively with advising style (-.185, p <001). This indicated that those advisors with a 
prescriptive style were less satisfied with their interactions with students. Satisfaction 
with supervision did not correlate with any of the demographic variables. Satisfaction 
with coworkers correlated negatively with advising style (-.052, p <05). All of the 
significant correlations had small effect sizes of .1 or less. Effect size was measured using 
Cohen’s standard of measurement (Cohen, 1988). A small effect size had a value of .1 or 
less, a medium effect size had a value of .3 and a large effect size had a value of .5 or 
more.  
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 Table 4.27 
Correlations between Four Aspects of Job Satisfaction and Demographic Variables 
All (n = 1859) Advising Style Age Education Gender Pay Years of Experience 
Overall  -.082*** .202*** -.048* .050* .126*** .105*** 
Student  -.185*** .187*** .004 .031 .021 .086*** 
Supervisor  -.032 -.001 -.021 .024 -.020 -.026 
Coworkers  -.052* .014 -.009 .028 -.044 -.023 
Small (n = 376) Advising Style Age Education Gender Pay Years of Experience 
Overall  -.187*** .258*** .026 .107* .179*** .110* 
Student  -.139** .181*** -.006 .066 .043 .069 
Supervisor  -.043 .059 -.016 .079 .077 .046 
Coworkers  -.031 .023 -.046 .101* -.004 -.042 
Medium (n = 683) Advising Style Age Education Gender Pay Years of Experience 
Overall  -.055 .196*** -.032 -.024 .110** .132** 
Student  -.225*** .213*** .050 .011 .028 .141*** 
Supervisor  -.007 -.033 -.071 -.011 -.102** -.059 
Coworkers  -.072 .019 -.023 .016 -.080* -.003 
Large (n = 794) Advising Style Age Education Gender Pay Years of Experience 
Overall  -.056 .178*** -.095** .085* .118** .081* 
Student  -.168*** .167** -.030 .037 .001 .051 
Supervisor  -.045 .004 .022 .027 .013 -.031 
Coworkers  -.045 .007 .021 .005 -.021 -.032 
*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 
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Qualitative findings. The Survey of Advisor Satisfaction (Donnelly, 2006) 
included two open-ended questions. Survey question 9 asked, “What one thing gives 
you the most satisfaction on the job?” and survey question 10 asked, “What one thing 
could make your job more satisfying?” The patterns that emerged in these two 
questions were similar across institutions. Academic advisors employed at small, 
medium, and large institutions noted that an increase in salary would increase their job 
satisfaction. Academic advisors employed at small, medium and large institutions said 
that their greatest satisfaction came with not only working with students, but with 
watching students grow, progress, and succeed in academic endeavors. Academic 
advisors employed at small institutions said that more variety and a smaller case load of 
students would improve their job satisfaction. Academic advisors at medium size 
institutions wanted more time to work with students, better institutional support, 
effective supervision, and less bureaucracy/politics at the institution. Academic 
advisors at large institutions were satisfied with the variety that they had in their 
responsibilities at their institutions. Academic advisors at large institutions wanted 
more opportunities for professional development, respect from colleagues and 
recognition from the institution. 
Summary 
Research questions 1, 2, 3, and 4 investigated the differences in each of the four 
aspects of job satisfaction among academic advisors working for small, medium, and 
large institutions of higher education. The analyses revealed that there were no 
significant differences between each of the four aspects of job satisfaction for advisors 
at each level of institution size. Research question 5 explored the relationships between 
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each of the four aspects of job satisfaction and the work environment variables among 
academic advisors working for small, medium, and large institutions. The results 
showed that relationships existed between each of the four aspects of job satisfaction 
and variety. Research question 6 examined the relationships between each of the four 
aspects of job satisfaction and the work environment variables among academic 
advisors working for small, medium, and large institutions. The results showed that 
academic advisors that utilized a developmental advising approach were more satisfied 
than those that utilized a prescriptive approach. Chapter 5 contains a discussion of the 
implications of the results as well as recommendations for practice and future research. 
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Chapter 5: Discussion 
Introduction 
According to Baker and Griffin (2010), “an academic advisor is someone who is 
responsible for helping students navigate academic rules and regulations” (p. 3). 
Advisors work to create relationships with students in order to assist them with 
academic, personal, and professional goals (Donnelly, 2006; Kuhn, 2008; Murrell, 
2005). As academic support and social support are important for promoting student 
retention (Tinto, 1999), academic advisors serve an important role in ensuring 
institutional success.  
The review of the literature indicates there is a gap in the literature on academic 
advisor job satisfaction, especially in quantitative studies. In a declining economy, 
retention and graduation rates are a primary focus for colleges and universities. 
Research shows that academic advising can improve student retention and graduation 
rates. Institutions of higher education can focus their efforts on various ways to 
improve student retention rates. With the field of academic advising so important to 
higher education, institutions can look for new ways to improve academic advisor job 
satisfaction.  
The dissertation study investigated academic advisor job satisfaction with work 
environment variables and demographic variables in relationship to institution size. 
More specifically, the study determined whether the four aspects of job satisfaction, 
overall job satisfaction, satisfaction working with the supervisor, satisfaction working 
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with students and satisfaction working with coworkers differed between academic 
advisors employed at small, medium, and large institutions. The research questions that 
framed the study were: 
Research question 1. Is there a difference between the self-reported degree of 
overall job satisfaction among academic advisors employed at small, medium, and large 
institutions? 
Research question 2. Is there a difference between the self-reported degree of 
job satisfaction working with students among academic advisors employed at small, 
medium, and large institutions? 
Research question 3. Is there a difference between the self-reported degree of 
job satisfaction working with the supervisor among academic advisors employed at 
small, medium, and large institutions? 
Research question 4. Is there a difference between the self-reported degree of 
job satisfaction working with coworkers among academic advisors employed at small, 
medium, and large institutions? 
Research question 5. What are the relationships between the self-reported 
degree of job satisfaction and work environment variables of advising model, benefits, 
opportunity, empowerment, region, professional development, salary, and variety 
among academic advisors employed at small, medium, and large institutions? 
Research question 6. What are the relationships between the self-reported 
degree of job satisfaction and demographic variables of advising style, age, education, 
gender, pay, and years of experience among academic advisors employed at small, 
medium, and large institutions? 
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The research questions were answered through quantitative analysis of data 
collected by The Survey of Advisor Satisfaction (Donnelly, 2006). The sample included 
1,913 academic advisors that were members of the National Academic Advising 
Association.  
Implications of Findings 
The statistical computer software program, SPSS version 21.0 was used to 
analyze data for the six research questions. The first four research questions were 
answered using the ANOVA and Kruskal-Wallis tests. Research questions 5 and 6 were 
answered using Spearman’s rho correlations. Full details of these analyses were 
presented in Chapter 4, with key findings discussed in this chapter. 
While no significant correlations were found based on institution size, across all 
institution sizes, the work environment variables of empowerment and variety had the 
highest correlations with overall, supervisor, student and coworker job satisfaction. 
These results are similar to Donnelly’s (2006) findings of advisors being most satisfied 
with empowerment and variety with overall job satisfaction.  
Research question 1. The purpose of research question 1 was to determine 
whether there is a significant difference in overall job satisfaction among academic 
advisors based on institution size. Results from a Kruskal-Wallis test are non-
significant, χ2(2, N = 1894) = 2.885, p = .236. No significant differences in academic 
advisors’ overall job satisfaction exist between academic advisors employed at small, 
medium, and large institutions. The mean score for overall job satisfaction for academic 
advisors employed at small institutions is 4.01 (SD = .749), for academic advisors 
employed at medium institutions is 3.94 (SD = .780), and for academic advisors 
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employed at large institutions is 3.90 (SD = .857).  
Social factors such as group dynamics, recognition, individual attention, and 
autonomy contribute to employee job satisfaction (Frank & Kaul, 1978; Gullickson, 
2011). These and various factors may contribute to the findings that academic advisors 
report overall job satisfaction. According to Herzberg et al. (1999), there are factors 
that employees find satisfying, are intrinsic to the job, and rewards their aspirational. 
For many academic advisors the most satisfying aspect of their role is working with 
students. Academic advisors employed at small, medium, and large institutions are 
satisfied with their jobs and enjoy coming to work each day. 
Research question 2. The purpose of research question 2 was to determine 
whether there is a difference in job satisfaction academic advisors feel regarding 
working with students based on institution size. Results from a Kruskal-Wallis test 
were non-significant, χ2(2, N = 1882) = 1.686, p = .431. There are no significant 
difference in advisors’ satisfaction regarding working with students dependent on 
institution size. The mean score for satisfaction working with students for academic 
advisors employed at small institutions was 4.56 (SD = .494), for academic advisors 
employed at medium institutions was 4.56 (SD = .509), and for academic advisors 
employed at large institutions was 4.52 (SD = .547).  
Academic advisors report the highest degree of job satisfaction when working 
with students. Student involvement is essential to institutions of higher education and 
according to Astin (1984), student involvement includes academic engagement of the 
student as well as interactions between the student and other members of the institution 
such as academic advisors, faculty and fellow students through curricular and co-
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curricular activities. Academic advisors employed at small, medium and large 
institutions report being satisfied working and interacting with students. Many of the 
qualitative responses include themes associated with student grow, degree completion, 
development, and success.  
Research question 3. The purpose of research question 3 was to determine 
whether academic advisors’ job satisfaction regarding supervision differed based on 
institution size. The results of the ANOVA are non-significant, F(2, 1896) = 0.012, p = 
.989. There is no significant difference in advisors’ satisfaction with supervision based 
on institution size. The mean score for satisfaction working with students for academic 
advisors employed at small institutions is 3.81 (SD = .719), for academic advisors 
employed at medium institutions is 3.81 (SD = .718), and for academic advisors 
employed at large institutions is 3.81 (SD = .705).  
Academic advisors employed at small, medium and large institutions all report 
that they are approaching satisfied working with the supervisor. Several respondents 
provided feedback reflecting varying views on satisfaction working with their 
supervisor. Examples of open-ended responses to Question 10, What one thing could 
make your job more satisfying? Include, “Have the department manager more visible 
on campus and being part of teamwork in projects/assignments” and “Better direction 
from supervisors - really knowing where our office is headed, knowing its goals, 
knowing what is expected of advisors.” Examples of responses to question 9, “What 
one thing gives you the most satisfaction on the job?” include, “The fact that I am very 
valued in my institution, and it's not just lip service - my colleagues and supervisor 
'walk the talk” and “Having the trust of my supervisor to be able to be almost 
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completely autonomous.” 
Research question 4. The purpose of research question 3 was to determine 
whether there is a significant difference in job satisfaction regarding working with 
coworkers between academic advisors from small, medium, and large institutions. 
Results from the ANOVA were non-significant, F(2, 1890) = 0.210, p = .810. There is 
no significant difference in academic advisors’ job satisfaction regarding working with 
coworkers based on institution size. The mean score for satisfaction working with 
coworkers for academic advisors employed at small institutions was 3.98 (SD = .643), 
for academic advisors employed at medium institutions was 4.00 (SD = .670), and for 
academic advisors employed at large institutions was 3.99 (SD = .655).  
Despite the fact that academic advisors may face various challenges at larger 
institutions such as the level of collaboration with other departments, finding ways to 
integrate into the campus community, and concerns about the safety and control of 
crowds for student centered events (Ehrenberg, 2001), academic advisors employed at 
small, medium and large institutions report being satisfied working with coworkers. 
Based on the qualitative responses, several academic advisors attribute their job 
satisfaction to their colleagues. In response to question 9, “What one thing gives you 
the most satisfaction on the job?” one advisors states, “Working with awesome co-
workers; it's the only reason I'm still here.” Another advisor responds, “Contributing to 
the overall mission of my team.” 
Research question 5. The purpose of research question 5 was to determine 
whether there were significant relationships between the four aspects of job satisfaction 
and work environment variables. Results of the Spearman’s rho correlations reveal 
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several significant relationships. Effect size is measured using Cohen’s standard of 
measurement (Cohen, 1988). A small effect size has a value of .1 or less, a medium 
effect size has a value of .3 and a large effect size has a value of .5 or more. While there 
are several relationships with small effect sizes, overall satisfaction is related to 
empowerment and variety with a medium effect size, student satisfaction is related to 
variety with a medium effect size, supervisor satisfaction is related to opportunity, 
empowerment, professional development, and variety with a medium effect size, and 
coworkers satisfaction are related to empowerment and variety with a medium effect 
size.  
The correlation between variety and overall job satisfaction at small institutions 
reflects the largest effect size for research question 5 with an effect size of .502. In 
small institutions where resources are scarce and academic advisors wear many hats, 
they are more likely to have a variety of responsibilities such as career counselor, 
personal counselor, and instructor/faculty. In contrast to Ehrenberg (2011), who posited 
that staff at smaller institutions may find challenges in the wide variety of 
responsibilities in their role at the institutions; the dissertation study found that 
academic advisors report a high degree of job satisfaction with variety in their work 
responsibilities.  
Research question 6. The purpose of research question 6 was to determine 
whether there are significant relationships between the four aspects of job satisfaction 
and a set of demographic variables. Results of the Spearman’s rho correlations reveal 
several significant relationships. Age and years’ experience both correlate positively 
with overall satisfaction and satisfaction with students, education correlates negatively 
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with overall satisfaction, and pay correlates positively with overall satisfaction. 
Additionally, women demonstrate higher overall satisfaction and those with 
prescriptive advising styles show lower overall satisfaction, as well as lower 
satisfaction with students and coworkers. Developmental advising have higher levels of 
job satisfaction than prescriptive advising.  
Over the years, as the field of academic advising has grown, and the shift from a 
prescriptive to a developmental approach has occurred. A prescriptive approach to 
advising was used widely in the early days of the advising field. Prescriptive methods 
are more authoritarian, where academic advisors tell students what classes they need to 
take and provide them with information on institutional process and policy (Crookston, 
1994). The growing needs of students created a shift toward a developmental approach 
in academic advising (Murrell, 2005). Developmental advising involves academic 
advisors building relationships with students over time and many advising sessions. 
This relationship provides the advisor with valuable insight on the student’s goals, 
aspirations, and achievements, which help them to advise effectively (Crookston, 1994; 
Donnelly, 2006; Kuhn, 2008; Murrell, 2005; O’Banion, 1972). Students seek academic 
advising for a variety of reasons: to help them acclimate to college life; manage their 
personal, professional, and academic careers; set and achieve goals; customize 
academic programs; and monitor degree progress.  
Limitations 
The survey respondents included NACADA members. NACADA members 
who responded might have higher job satisfaction than those who did not respond to the 
survey. Academic advisors may have opted out of participation due to a low degree of 
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job satisfaction (Donnelly, 2006). The survey responses rely on self-reported data, 
which depends on an accurate and truthful assessment by the respondents (Donnelly, 
2006).  
The survey was administered in 2005, since then there have been developments 
in the advising profession. Social media has become a part of main stream society and 
has also affected many professions including academic advising. 
Research questions 5 and 6 investigated correlations, but causality cannot be 
determined by these correlations.  
The categories for size are limited by the seven designations provided by the 
survey and grouped into three categories for the dissertation study. Some of the 
institutions that advisors designated as 40,000 or more can have upwards of 40,000 to 
over 300,000 students. Institution size does not reflect advisor case load.  
Recommendations 
This section contains a discussion of recommendations for future research and 
recommendations for practice. 
Recommendations for rurther research. A qualitative or mixed methods 
approach can be used to provide richer, more robust information on academic advisor 
job satisfaction.  
Future researchers can survey academic advisors and categorize institution size 
using the Carnegie classifications. Carnegie classifications are used to describe 
institutions in more depth using more specific categories based on institution size in 
tandem with degree type and the percentage of students living on campus. 
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The parameters of the dissertation study did not designate or identify online 
institutions or online advising services. Future research can investigate online advising 
in reference to institution size. Online advising can be administered in a different 
platform than traditional in-person academic advising. The use and availability of social 
media and teleconferencing mediums have added a new dimension of access to 
academic advisors. The range of institution sizes can also vary. Online institutions can 
have upwards of 50,000 to 250,000 or more students enrolled.  
Future research on academic advisor job satisfaction can be explored based on 
institutions size alongside with advising model and/or advisor case load. An advisor 
might have a case load of 10,000 students, but if the institution uses a shared model, 
they might not be responsible for 100% of the advising function for each student.  
Recommendations for practice. Variety had the largest effect size for each of 
the four aspects of job satisfaction measured in this study. Institutions and advising 
administrators can utilize variety as a cost effective approach to address academic 
advisor job satisfaction. Academic advisors employed at small institutions have the 
highest correlation to each of the four aspects of job satisfaction of each institution size. 
In an effort to maximize existing resources, many smaller institutions utilize academic 
advisors talents to achieve a variety of goals. Many initiatives aimed at providing 
academic advisors with a variety of work responsibilities also contribute to the 
institution and impact students in positive ways. Academic advisors can facilitate 
workshops aimed at improving student awareness of policies, procedures, degree 
progress, and career options among a host of other topics. Academic advisors can co-
advise; in this initiative each advisor would train other advisors on his or her specialty 
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(e.g. graduate students, international students, advising by major, etc.). Advisors can 
rotate shifts or offices to increase their visibility among the student body. To add 
variety to work responsibilities, academic advisors can co-teach classes or seminars 
with faculty. They can collaborate with departments and divisions throughout the 
college to achieve a variety of institutional goals. 
Academic advisors are less satisfied with prescriptive advising than with 
developmental advising. Institutions should focus on academic advisors administering a 
developmental approach to advising. Developmental advising methods require advisors 
to build relationships with students in order to guide them and allow students to explore 
the connections between their personal, professional, and academic goals and interests. 
Building this relationship will also speak to the findings that academic advisors find the 
highest levels of job satisfaction in working and interacting with students. Many of the 
respondents discussed the satisfaction in watching their students grow and succeed. 
Prescriptive advising methods do not enable academic advisors to foster the type of 
relationships with their students that would allow them to experience student growth 
and development.  
Conclusion 
The dissertation study investigated the differences between academic advisor 
job satisfaction based on institution size, and the relationships between job satisfaction, 
work environment, and demographic variables at small, medium, and large institutions. 
The quantitative study explored job satisfaction based on archival data of academic 
advisor job satisfaction and investigated four aspects of academic advisor job 
satisfaction; overall job satisfaction, satisfaction working with the supervisor, 
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satisfaction working with students, and satisfaction working with coworkers. There 
were no significant differences found for each of the four aspects of academic advisor 
job satisfaction among academic advisors working for small, medium, or large 
institutions. Academic advisors employed at small, medium, and large institutions 
reported the highest job satisfaction working with and interacting with students. The 
dissertation study also investigated correlations between the four aspects of job 
satisfaction; work environment variables (advising model, benefits, opportunity, 
empowerment, region, professional development, salary, and variety); and demographic 
variables (advising style, age, education, gender, pay, and years of experience). The 
largest effect size correlated overall job satisfaction to variety of work responsibilities 
at small institutions. Future researchers can explore academic advisor job satisfaction at 
small, medium, and large institutions with a qualitative approach to obtain richer, more 
robust data. A future study can utilize the Carnegie classification to categorize 
academic advisors based on the type of institution that they work for. 
Recommendations for practice included the increase of variety for academic advisors in 
various ways such as facilitating workshops, co-advising students, cross-training 
colleagues, rotating shifts with other advisors, and co-teaching with faculty. 
The research revealed that size does not matter to academic advisor job 
satisfaction. What really matters is variety of work responsibilities, empowerment with 
decision making abilities, a developmental approach to academic advising, and 
interacting with students.   
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Appendix A 
The Survey of Adviser Satisfaction 
The Survey of Adviser Satisfaction (Donnelly, 2006) 
 
Question 1 
Select the advising model(s) which describe(s) your institutions approach to 
advising students (check more than one if applicable) 
TOTAL INTAKE - one office or advising center handles all advising for incoming students until certain criteria are 
met such as declaring a major 
SATELLITE - advising is provided in each of the academic subunits such as a college or department 
SHARED - faculty adviser for the major and a generalist adviser handles advising on issues outside the major 
(e.g. policy and procedure) 
FACULTY ONLY - faculty adviser in the department handles all advising 
PROFESSIONAL STAFF ONLY - a professional adviser handles all advising 
N/R 
 
Question 2 
Does your campus offer a central institution-wide advising resource center for 
advisers, one which is not designed to advise students directly? 
Yes 
No 
N/R 
 
Question 3 
Indicate your agreement or disagreement with the following statements about 
your advising unit (e.g. college, department, advising center). 
3.1 I am satisfied with the amount of empowerment I experience 
   Strongly Disagree 
Disagree 
Neutral 
Agree 
Strongly Agree 
N/R 
3.2 Being empowered on the job is important to my satisfaction 
   Strongly Disagree 
Disagree 
Neutral 
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Agree 
Strongly Agree 
N/R 
3.3 Clear direction from my supervisor or department head is important to my satisfaction 
   Strongly Disagree 
Disagree 
Neutral 
Agree 
Strongly Agree 
N/R 
3.4 Communication from my department head or supervisor is sufficiently clear 
   Strongly Disagree 
Disagree 
Neutral 
Agree 
Strongly Agree 
N/R 
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Question 4 
Indicate your agreement or disagreement with the following statements about 
your institution as a whole. 
4.1 My contributions are formally recognized 
   Strongly Disagree 
Disagree 
Neutral 
Agree 
Strongly Agree 
N/R 
4.2 Adequate opportunity for job/career promotion within my institution is important to me 
   Strongly Disagree 
Disagree 
Neutral 
Agree 
Strongly Agree 
N/R 
4.3 My professional development is sufficiently supported 
   Strongly Disagree 
Disagree 
Neutral 
Agree 
Strongly Agree 
N/R 
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4.4 My salary is adequate 
   Strongly Disagree 
Disagree 
Neutral 
Agree 
Strongly Agree 
N/R 
4.5 My benefits (i.e. medical, dental, vacation) are adequate 
   Strongly Disagree 
Disagree 
Neutral 
Agree 
Strongly Agree 
N/R 
4.6 My career development is sufficiently supported by my institution 
   Strongly Disagree 
Disagree 
Neutral 
Agree 
Strongly Agree 
N/R 
4.7 Professional development is important to me 
   Strongly Disagree 
Disagree 
Neutral 
Agree 
Strongly Agree 
N/R 
 
4.8 Salary level is an important contributor to my satisfaction 
   Strongly Disagree 
Disagree 
Neutral 
Agree 
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Strongly Agree 
N/R 
4.9 Benefits (i.e. medical, dental, vacation) are important contributors to my satisfaction 
   Strongly 
Disagree 
Disagree 
Neutral 
Agree 
Strongly Agree 
N/R 
4.10 Being formally recognized for my contributions is important to me 
   Strongly Disagree 
Disagree 
Neutral 
Agree 
Strongly Agree 
N/R 
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Question 5 
The size of your institution (headcount) 
Less than 2,500 
2,500 - 4,999 
5,000 -9,999 
10,001 - 19,999 
20,001 - 29,999 
30,000 - 39,999 
more than 40,000 
Not applicable 
N/R 
 
Question 6 
The highest degree granted by your institution 
Technical (vocational) certificate 
Associate's degree 
Bachelor's 
Master's Degree 
Specialist 
Ph.D., Ed.D., or professional degrees, i.e. M.D., J.D., D.D.S. 
etc. 
Not applicable 
N/R 
 
Question 7 
Your institution would best be described as 
Public 
Private (non-profit) 
Proprietary (for profit) 
I am employed by an agency or firm and my primary income is not from an institution of higher education 
Not currently employed 
N/R 
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Question 8 
Part II: Questions about your satisfaction. 
Indicate your agreement or disagreement about these statements about your 
satisfaction 
8.1 Working with students is important to my satisfaction 
   Strongly Disagree 
Disagree 
Neutral 
Agree 
Strongly Agree 
N/R 
8.2 I’m happy with the amount of teamwork involved in my work 
   Strongly Disagree 
Disagree 
Neutral 
Agree 
Strongly Agree 
N/R 
8.3 Having a variety of responsibilities (i.e. advising, special projects, committees, teaching) 
is important to me 
   Strongly 
Disagree 
Disagree 
Neutral 
Agree 
Strongly Agree 
N/R 
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8.4 
 
Having effective supervision is important to my satisfaction 
   
Strongly Disagree 
Disagree 
Neutral 
Agree 
Strongly Agree 
N/R 
8.5 Working with colleagues as a team is important to my satisfaction 
   Strongly Disagree 
Disagree 
Neutral 
Agree 
Strongly Agree 
N/R 
8.6 I am satisfied with the level of variety in my work (i.e. advising, projects, committees, 
teaching) 
   Strongly 
Disagree 
Disagree 
Neutral 
Agree 
Strongly Agree 
N/R 
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8.7 I find my interactions with students to be satisfying 
   Strongly Disagree 
Disagree 
Neutral 
Agree 
Strongly Agree 
N/R 
8.8 I’m content with the supervision I receive 
   Strongly Disagree 
Disagree 
Neutral 
Agree 
Strongly Agree 
N/R 
8.9 Overall, I am satisfied with my job 
   Strongly Disagree 
Disagree 
Neutral 
Agree 
Strongly Agree 
N/R 
8.10 I enjoy coming to work each day 
   Strongly Disagree 
Disagree 
Neutral 
Agree 
Strongly Agree 
N/R 
8.11 I am looking for a job outside of advising 
   Strongly Disagree 
Disagree 
Neutral 
Agree 
Strongly Agree 
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N/R 
 
Question 9 
What one thing gives you the most satisfaction on the job? 
 
Question 10 
What one thing could make your job more satisfying? 
 
Question 11 
Which statement comes closest to describing the focus of your typical advising 
interview? 
Let's talk about your career/life goals 
Here are the required courses for your major 
N/R 
 
Question 12 
How long have you held a position similar to your current one? (e.g. you may 
have advised in your current position for 2 years, but you were a full-time 
adviser at another institution for 5 years; therefore you have been a full-time 
adviser for 7 years. Mark "at least 6 years but less than 10 years".) 
Less than 3 years 
At least 3 years but less than 6 years 
At least 6 years but less than 10 years 
At least 10 years but less than 15 years 
15 or more years 
N/R 
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Question 13 
Your current gross salary 
Under $20,000 
$20,000 - $24,999 
$25,000 - $29,999 
$30,000 - $34,999 
$35,000 - $39,999 
$40,000 - $44,999 
$45,000 - $49,999 
$50,000 - $54,999 
$55,000 - $59,999 
$60,000 - $64,999 
$65,000 - $69,999 
$70,000 - $79,999 
$80,000 - $89,999 
$90,000 - $99,999 
$100,000 and above 
N/R 
 
Question 14 
Work status 
Full time 
Part time 
N/R 
 
Question 15 
Highest degree you have earned 
Associate 
Bachelor 
Masters 
Educational Specialist 
Ph.D. or Ed.D. or equivalent 
Other: 
N/R 
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Question 16 
Do you have a counseling degree? 
Yes 
No 
N/R 
 
Question 17 
Your gender 
Male 
Female 
N/R 
 
Question 18 
Your age 
Under 22 
22 - 29 
30 - 39 
40 - 49 
50 - 59 
60 - 69 
70 and over 
N/R 
 
Question 19 
Your geographic region 
Northeast Region (ME, VT, NY, NH, MA, RI, CT, Quebec, New Brunswick, Maritime 
provinces) 
Mid-Atlantic (PA, NJ, DE, MD, VA, DC) 
Mid-South (WV, KY, TN, NC, SC) 
Southeast (MS, AL, GA, FL, Caribbean) 
Great Lakes (WI, IL, MI, IN, OH, Ontario) 
North Central (NE, IA, SD, ND, MN, MT, Saskatchewan, Manitoba) 
South Central (KS, MO, OK, AR, TX, LA) 
Northwest (AK, WA, OR, ID, MT, British Columbia, Alberta) 
Pacific (CA, NV, HI) 
Rocky Mountain (AZ, CO, NM, UT, WY) 
International (other than Canada) 
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N/R 
 
Question 20 
Which of the following best describes your primary role at your institution? 
Faculty Advisor 
Academic Advisor/Counselor 
Advising Administrator 
Administrator with responsibilities over several areas, one of which is advising 
Graduate student 
Institutional position that supports advising -- Registrar, admissions, financial aid, technology specialist, office 
assistant, etc. 
Affiliated with a college or university but not in any of the roles previously mentioned 
Not affiliated with an institution of higher education 
N/R 
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Appendix B 
Permission of Use: The Survey of Adviser Satisfaction 
From: "Donnelly, John E. (Ned) (donneljn)" <DONNELJN@UCMAIL.UC.EDU> 
To: 'Carol Alleyne' <cla@berkeleycollege.edu>,  
Date: 08/27/2013 12:16 PM 
Subject: RE: RE: The Survey of Advisor Satisfaction (question on institution 
size) 
 
Hi Carol, this is item #5. Yes, D. and E. are typos. 
Ned 
  
1
7 
5. The size 
of your 
institution* 
A. Less than 2,500  
B.  2,500 – 4,999  
C.  5,000 – 9,999  
D.  10,001 – 19,999  
E.  20,001 – 29,999  
F.  30,000 – 39,999  
G.  more than 40,000  
H. Not applicable 
  
From: Carol Alleyne [mailto:cla@berkeleycollege.edu]  
Sent: Tuesday, August 27, 2013 9:51 AM 
To: Donnelly, John E. (Ned) (donneljn) 
Subject: RE: RE: The Survey of Advisor Satisfaction (question on institution size) 
  
Hello Dr. Donnelly!  
 
I hope all is well. I would like to thank you once again for being so gracious to share 
your data set with me. I'm truly indebted to you and your study.  
 
I have a question for you. I would like to confirm one of the designations for institution 
size. In the survey, there is a designation listed as "20,001 to 29,999". Is this a typo? 
Did the original survey have the category listed as 20,000 - 29,999? 
 
Thanks,  
 
Carol 
 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Carol J. Alleyne 
Dean of Advisement  
Berkeley College 
 
From: "Donnelly, John E. (Ned) (donneljn)" <DONNELJN@UCMAIL.UC.EDU> 
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To: 'Carol Alleyne' <cla@berkeleycollege.edu>,  
Date: 07/01/2013 09:41 AM 
Subject: RE: RE: The Survey of Advisor Satisfaction (request for permission) 
 
OK with me Carol. That will be interesting. Good luck. 
  
John E. (Ned) Donnelly, Ed.D. 
Associate Director Academic 
University of Cincinnati, College of Medicine, Office of Medical Education 
 
From: Carol Alleyne [mailto:cla@berkeleycollege.edu]  
Sent: Monday, July 01, 2013 12:59 AM 
To: Donnelly, John E. (Ned) (donneljn) 
Subject: Re: RE: The Survey of Advisor Satisfaction (request for permission) 
  
Hello Dr. Donnelly, 
  
I wanted to send you an update because the study has taken another direction. The 
study has shifted from analyzing the job satisfaction at proprietary colleges, to 
analyzing the data based on institution size. The study explore in depth, each of the 
demographic and environmental variables of advisors based on institution size. 
  
Please let me know if this is okay.  
 
Thanks, 
 
Carol 
 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Carol J. Alleyne 
Dean of Advisement 
Berkeley College 
 
-----"Donnelly, John E. (Ned) (donneljn)" <DONNELJN@UCMAIL.UC.EDU> wrote: 
--- 
To: 'Carol Alleyne' <cla@berkeleycollege.edu> 
From: "Donnelly, John E. (Ned) (donneljn)" <DONNELJN@UCMAIL.UC.EDU> 
Date: 04/10/2013 09:34AM 
Subject: RE: The Survey of Advisor Satisfaction (request for permission) 
 
(See attached file: export-final results_v2_w_recode_instTyp.xlsx) 
Hi Carol, 
  
Have at it! Suggest to interpret the external validity with caution - since there are just a 
few responses in that category and some time has passed. Even better, if you could 
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collect additional data to validate or contrast these findings. Good luck and keep in 
touch. 
  
John E. (Ned) Donnelly, Ed.D. 
Associate Director Academic 
University of Cincinnati College of Medicine Office of Medical Education 
 
From: Carol Alleyne [mailto:cla@berkeleycollege.edu]  
Sent: Tuesday, April 09, 2013 7:08 PM 
To: Donnelly, John E. (Ned) (donneljn) 
Subject: RE: The Survey of Advisor Satisfaction (request for permission) 
  
Hello again Dr. Donnelly,  
 
I would love to dissect some of the information in your existing data. My study focuses 
on the job satisfaction of academic advisors within the proprietary sector in higher 
education. I would like to use the data on the 1% of your population that self-reported 
as working at a proprietary institution and compare that data to the population within 
the non-profit and public sectors.  
 
Would it be possible for you to share your data set with me?  
 
Thanks,  
 
Carol 
 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Carol J. Alleyne 
Dean of Advisement  
Berkeley College 
 
From:  "Donnelly, John E. (Ned) (donneljn)" <DONNELJN@UCMAIL.UC.EDU>  
To:  Carol Alleyne <cla@berkeleycollege.edu>,  
Date:  12/04/2012 08:31 AM  
Subject:  RE: The Survey of Advisor Satisfaction (request for permission)  
 
Hi Carol, yes you have my permission to use the survey. Best wishes in your research!  
 
Ned Donnelly 
Associate Director, Educational Services 
Office of the University Registrar, University of Cincinnati 
 
From: Carol Alleyne [cla@berkeleycollege.edu] 
Sent: Monday, December 03, 2012 1:13 PM 
To: Donnelly, John E. (Ned) (donneljn); Donnelly, John E. (Ned) (donneljn) 
Subject: The Survey of Advisor Satisfaction (request for permission) 
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Hello Dr. Donnelly,  
 
I am a NACADA member and doctoral student in the Executive Leadership program at 
St. John Fisher College. I would like to request permission to use "The Survey of 
Advisor Satisfaction" for the study that I will conduct. Under the direction of my 
dissertation Chair, Dr. Byron K. Hargrove, I will study advisor job satisfaction at a 
proprietary institution in the New York/New Jersey area.  
 
I would like your permission to reproduce your survey instrument under the following 
conditions:  
• I will only use this survey instrument for my research study. I will not seek or 
receive any type of compensation for its use.  
• I will include copyright information on all surveys used.  
• I will send you a copy of my research study and any reports or written work that 
utilizes survey data. 
If these are acceptable conditions, please indicate with your email response.  
  
If you would like more details on my study, please feel free to call me on my cell phone 
at or my work number below.  
 
Thank you,  
 
Carol 
 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Carol J. Alleyne 
Dean of Advisement 
Berkeley College 
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